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ABSTRACT 


This exploratory study was designed to compare two groups, 
male elementary school principals and female elementary school 
principals, on the basis of their communication activities and 
communication effectiveness. 

Literature pertaining to women in administration, to per= 
ception, and to communication provided the conceptual framework 
for the study. 

The sample consisted of 15 female and 29 male elementary 
school principals together with the teachers in the 44 principals’ 
respective schools in British Columbia. The schools had four or 
more teachers in addition to the principal and any grade combination 
of k through 7. 

All participants responded to questionnaires originally 
sent out in September, 1975. The questionnaires sought background 
information on the participants and sought participant opinions 
on 26 items. Half of the 26 questionnaire items were adapted from 
Knower and Wagner's Administrative Communication Rating Scale 
(Dugan, 1967:73-75) and the other half arose from a review of 
literature on communication. 

The findings of the sutdy included: 1) no significant 
difference in the communication effectiveness of male and female 
elementary school principals, as perceived and rated by teachers} 
2) no significant difference in the communication effectiveness 


of male and female elementary school principals, as revealed by 
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the self-ascribed ratings of principals; 3) some significant 
differences in the ratings of teachers with principals (both male 
and female) rated as “more effective" communicators and the self- 
ascribed scores of those principals on evaluations of principal 
communication effectiveness; 4) some significant differences in 

the ratings of teachers with principals (both male and female) rated 
as "less effective" communicators and the self-ascribed scores 

of those principals on evaluations of principal communication 
effectiveness; 5) some significant differences in the communication 
activities of male and female principals, as perceived and rated 
by teachers; 6) some significant differences in the communication 
activities of male and female elementary school principals, as 
revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of principals; and 7) some 
significant differences between the teacher—assigned ratings and 
the principals! self—ascribed ratings regarding principal communi- 


cation activities. 
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Chapter I 


Introduction 


Background to the Problem 


The 1960's and 1970's have been years in which many North 
American minority groups have become increasingly vocal, even 
militant, in their demands for “equal opportunity." Since women 
are a minority in Canada's labor force (Women's Bureau, 197533), 
they. too eye pointed accusing Pinbeea cat businesses and professions 
which employ few of their number. As a result, it was inevitable 
that the administrative structures of school systems would come 
under attack since, for example, women are far outnumbered by men 
in administrative positions, even euren there are more female 
school teachers than male teachers (McDonough, 19673; Hersom, 19723 
Nixon and Hrynyk, 19733 and Young, 1975). 

But why are there disporportionately fewer women than men 
holding administrative appointments? Barter (1959) blamed school 
systems which induce men to become elementary school teachers by 
suggesting that a promotion to principalship will be rapids; oppor- 
tunities. for advancement, Barter concluded, are thus weighted in 
favor of males. Burns (1964) and Timmons (1973), on the other 
hand, suggested that there is some justification for excluding 
women from administrative posts because women teachers, unlike 
their male counterparts, do not prepare themselves academically 
for advancement. However, Lyon and Saario (1973) maintained the 


position that women aren't prepared academically because they 
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are discriminated against by admissions personnel who select 
students for graduate studies in educational administration. Thus 
the charges are answered by counter~charges. 

Some researchers have attempted to compare the actual per- 
formance of male and female principals in an effort to provide 
more reasonable grounds for hiring practices. Wiles and Grobman, 
for example, found “women rank significantly ahead of men as 
democratic principals" (1955:77)3 Hoyle found female administra- 
tors were perceived by teachers as noticing potential problem 
situations significantly more often than male principals (1969: 
24). Such findings suggest women are competent administrators and, 
as such, should not be unfairly eliminated from consideration for 
administrative posts. 

A critical San of administrative performance that was not 
specifically probed in the reviewed literature concerns communica-— 
tion. How well do female administrators communicate with their 


subordinates, as compared to male administrators? 


The Problem 


An exploration of the communication activities of male and 
female elementary school principals was the focal point of this 
study. More specifically, the problem was to compare the communi- 
cation activities of male and female elementary school principals 
in British Columbia, as perceived and rated by the teachers in the 
respective schools. This study attempted to discover whether female 


principals were perceived by teachers as being, in general, more 
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or less effective as communicators than male principals. 


Sub-Problems 


Investigation of the general problem involved consideration 
of the following question: what communication activities do "more 
effective" and "less effective" communicators engage in, as per= 
ceived by teachers? 

Also, because an individual's own self-concept may influence 
the manner in which he is perceived by others, it was important to 
know how each principal perceived his own communication activities. 
One could then assess the degree to which principals and their 
staffs agreed or disagreed regarding the principals’ communication 


activities and general communication effectiveness. 


Significance of the Problem 


i. Importance of communication. The vital role communica— 
tion plays in all aspects of society is itself a primary reason why 
a study of communication effectiveness is worthwhile. Pulley said 
"effective communication is essential for the maintenance of posi-~ 
tive relations between human beings" (1975:50). On the other Hae 
ineffective communication can lead to misunderstandings between 
individuals, and hence, to negative relationships. 

Effectiveness of communication, then, is vital, especially as 
"effectiveness" -or lack thereof - is perceived by the message 
receiver. If communication attempts are not perceived as being 


effective by the receiver, it is highly unlikely that there has 
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been, or that there could be, effective communication. 


2. Importance of communication to administration. Admin-~ 
istration of an organization can be conducted only through use of 
communication processes. Administrators spend virtually all of 
their time dealing with people, whether the purpose is negotiation, 
persuasion, information-seeking, or direction giving. 

The effectiveness of administrative communication within 

an organization is, therefore, the best measure of the 

effectiveness of the administration. Poor communication, 

poor administration. Effective and efficient communication, 

effective and efficient administration (Thayer, 1961:3). 
Conseguently, the ability to communicate well is a necessary and 
valuable skill for administrators. 

Not only is it necessary for the administrator to be able 
to communicate well, it is also important for him to perceive ac-— 
curately how effective he is (or is not) as a communicator. If 
he overestimates his effectiveness, there is a danger that communi-~ 
cation flow in his organization will break down or be seriously 
limited before he is aware of such problems. On the other hand, 
if he underestimates his effectiveness, he may do one of two things: 
a) he may inadvertently transmit his leck of self-confidence to 
others, thus causing others also to regard him as an ineffective 
communicators or b) he may tend to overload the system with redundant 


messages, thus actually causing himself to become an ineffective 


communicator. 


3. Importance of this study to administration. This study 


is concerned with actual job performance of male and female elemen- 


tary school principals. Among possible outcomes, one of the following 
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three could occur: a) female elementary school principals would be 
perceived as being generally more effective communicators than their 
male counterparts, b) male principals would be perceived as being 
generally more effective communicators than female principals, or 
c) there would be no significant difference in perceived communica~ 
tion effectiveness or perceived communication activities between 
male and female elementary school principals. The practical impli- 
cations of those outcomes would be as follows: 
(a) If female principals are perceived as being more effective 
communicators than male principals, then 
(i) where individual assessment of abilities is impossible, 
and providing the legal structure ailows, there may be 
justification for giving women preferential considera~ 
tion for principaiships, especially in schools where 
communication problems previously existed; 

(ii) perhaps male graduate students of educational adminis-— 
tration should receive additional training in communi- 
cation skills. 

(b) If male principals are perceived as being more effective 
communicators than their female counterparts, then 
(i) where individual assessment of abilities is impossible, 
and providing the legal structure allows, there may be 
justification for giving men preferential consideration 
for principalships, especially in schools where communi- 


cation problems previously existed; 


(ii) perhaps women aspiring to become principals should 


receive additional training in communication skills. 
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(c) If no significant difference is found in perceived com- 
munication effectiveness or in the perceived communica-— 
tion activities of male and female principals, then 
this result would undercut any rationalization which is 
based on communication skills or on communication acti- 
vities for biases either in favor of hiring women or in 
favor of hiring men for principalships. 

Regardless of the outcome, there would be important implications 
with regard to the academic preparation of principais and/or 


with regard to hiring practices for principalships. 
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It was assumed that teachers and principals responded 
honestly to the questionnaire items. 

It was also assumed that each full-time teacher within each 
school had an equal opportunity of responding to the question-— 
naire, and so, arbitrarily, it was assumed that 45 per cent or 
more usable teacher returms per school would be representative of 
teacher opinion in the school. An exception to this premise was 
made for smaller schools: in no case were fewer than three usable 
teacher responses accepted as being representative of staff opin- 
ion, even if, for example, two teacher responses constituted a 


50 per cent return from a school with four teachers. 


Limitations 


This study was limited by the small number of female prin- 
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Cipals in British Columbia's elementary schools. 
As a result of the above-mentioned limitation, generaliza- 


tions drawn from these results must be made with extreme caution. 


Delimitations 


This study focused on perceived communication effectiveness 
and on perceived communication activities. It did not attempt to: 

(a) examine psychological causes of communication effective-— 
eat 

(ob) examine psychological causes of communication ineffec- 
tiveness; 

(c) examine communication effectiveness and communication 
activities of principals with superordinates; 

(a) examine communication effectiveness of principals with 
their respective teachers, as perceived and rated by the 
principals’ superordinates3 

(e) examine environmental variables which may affect the 
communication effectiveness of principals; 

(f£)- create an independent indicator of communication effec-— 

tiveness (e.g. create a tool for assessing communication 


abilities). 


Definitions 


1. Communication. Communication is the process — conscious 
or unconscious, verbal or non-verbal - by which information and 


attitudes are transmitted between individuals or groups of indiv— 
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iduals. For the purposes of this study, only the principals! 


written and oral communication with teachers were examined. 


2. Effective communication. Effective communication pro=- 


vides for rapid feedback, is unrestricted and uninhibited by com- 
munication barriers. The message is perceived by the message 


receiver as being clearly (understandably ) trensmitted. 


3. Communication barriers. Communication barriers are 
any factors that distort or block communication. ‘here are, for 
example, barriers of status, of formality, of prejudices, of dis- 
interest, of inattention, of physical separation, of timing, and 


of semantics. 


Organization of the Thesis 


Chapter one provides an introduction to the study at hand. 
It provides some background information, states the main problem 
with its associated subeproblems, outlines the importance of this 
problem, enumerates the assumptions, limitations, and delimitations 
of the study, and defines several key terms. 

Chapter two contains a review of relevant literature in 
three areas which are critical to this thesis: a) women in educa~ 
tional administration, b) perception, and c) communication. In 
addition, it presents the major hypotheses of this study. 

Chapter three contains a detailed description of the 
methodology used in this study. It introduces the test instruments, 


describes the population and the sample, and explains which sta- 
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tistical tests were applied to the data. 

Responses from participant groups are described, and re- 
sults of hypothesis testing are presented in chapter four. 

Chapter five reports comments made by teachers and prin-~ 
cipals in the final section of the questionnaires. 

Chapter six provides an analysis and interpretation of 
the findings. 

Chapter seven summarizes test results and makes several 
suggestions for further research on the general topic of women in 


educational administration. 
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Chapter ITI 


Review of Relevant Literature and 


Orientation to This Study 


Much has been written concerning the dearth of females in 
administrative positions. Many of those reports, however, are 
unsatisfactory because the authors either fail to describe ade- 
quately the sample and investigatory procedures used or they 
seemingly fail to do any research at all and thus appear to report 
only personal cpinion. Exactly what are the causes for the cur~ 
rent lack of women in educational administration? Are female 
candidates being unfairly rejected in favor of males? Are women, 
perhaps, less adept in requisite skills or otherwise less quali- 
fied for positions of authority? Or are they simply not inter- 
ested in aarinteteevive jobs? 

This general problem is examined in chapter II. Additionally, 
this chapter provides the framework for an investigation of one par— 
ticular aspect of the problem: are women as adept as men in using 
the vital administrative skill of communication? Before the question 
itself can be dealt with, however, it is necessary first to under= 
stand the concept of perception as it relates to behavior and to 
evaluation, and, second, it is necessary to understand the nature 
of communication, particularly as it relates to factors which inhibit 


and factors which facilitate it. 
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Ie Women in Educational Administration 


Proportion of Male:Female Principals 


Despite the fact that women represent over 50 per cent of 
the teaching forces in the United States and Canada, studies 
clearly indicate that women have been, and still are, greatly 
outnumbered by men in principalships. In addition, there are 
indications that not only is the number of female principals small, 
but it is decreasing. In 1928, for example, the United States! 
National Education Association reported 55 per cent of elementary 
school principals were womens; by 1966, male elementary principals 
outnumbered female principals three to two, although women teach- 
| ers out-numbered their male counterparts seven to one (Here, 
1966212): by 1973, only 20 per cent of elementary principalships 
were held by women, even though 84 per cent of slementary school 
teachers were women (Fishel and Pottker, 1975:110). The situation 
has been much the same for U. S. secondary schools. According to 
1971-72 National Education Association figures, 45.8 per cent of 
the secondary teachers were women, but only three per cent of 
secondary principals were women (Taylor, 19732124 and 126). This 
general disparity in the proportion of male to female principals 
has also been reported by Neidig (1973), Lyon and Saario (1973), 
Seawell and Canady (1974), and Stiles Eran suena (1974). 

Canadian studies also have revealed that women are in a 
minority of school principalships, but, unlike many of the U. 5. 


reports, these studies reflect regional differences. Bernice 
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McDonough's 1967 figures for lower mainland British Columbia reveal 
only five out of a total 250 principalships were held by women 
(19672354); McDonough did not specify how many of those female 
principals were in secondary schools. In 1975, however, John Young 
reported there were no female principals at the secondary level 
throughout the entire province of British Columbia. Further, at 
the elementary level, "68 per cent of the teachers are women, but 
only 18 per cent of them are principals ~- and most of them are 
principals of small, isolated, rural elementary schools" (1975220). 

In 1967, the Winnipeg school system had 51 male principals 
and 28 female principals (McDonough, 19672355). Ontario had 400 
out of 5,700 principalships (7 per cent) filled by women in 1970, 
according to the Ontario Federation of Women Teachers! Association 
(Hersom, 1972213). 

Looking at Alberta schools, Nixon and lirynyk reported that 
although the number of female teachers increased from 10,816 in 
1968 to 11,372 by 1970, the number of female principals decreased 
from 207 in 1968 to 155 in 1970. In contrast, while the number of 
male teachers increased from 5,183 to 6,034 during the same 1968-~ 
1970 time span, the number of male principals also increased from 
986 in 1968 to 1,020 in 1970 (1907320024) )2 These figures are 
slightly misleading because the proportion of women teachers actu— 
ally decreased, although the number of women teachers increased. 
In terms of percentages, then, the proportion of female teachers 
declined from 68 per cent in 1968 to 65 per cent in 1970; the pro- 
portion of female principals decreased from 17 per cent in 1968 to 


13 per cent in 1970. 
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Stereotypes 


Literature concerning the lack of women in administrative 
positions seems to leave largely unchallenged the assumption that 
girls have been conditioned to "think of themselves as students 
[whose/ future beyond high school or university fis/ an early 
marriage" (Shack, 1973:68). This traditional, domestic image of 
women is often cited as a major stumbling block to women who might 
otherwise seek professional advancement. While not appearing to 
support her Avsos With details of any methodical investigation, 
Bernice McDonough says one of the frequently voiced objections to 
appointing women to top administrative positions is that “women 
have too many home responsibilities; they cannot give enough time 
and attention to the job" (1967:356). Rosen and Jerdee, in refer- 
ring to a study by Gilmer in 1961, said that 65 per cent of the 
male managers in Gilmer's sample believed women would be inferior 
to men in supervisory jobs because women probably would have higher 
absenteeism than men (1973245); presumably the belief that women 
would be absent from work more often than men reflects the notion 
that women are distracted by responsibilities of home life. Vari- 
ations on this general theme are found in articles by Nixon and 
Hrynyk (1973) and by Meskin (1974). 

According to Sybil Shack, the province of Ontario attempted 
to test the validity of the assumption that household responsibili- 
ties prevent women from giving adequate time and attention to a 
job outside the home. Results indicate that assumption may be 


false. 
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« « « 61 per cent of married women in the elementary 
schools . e e reported their family responsibilities as 
interfering either very little or not at all with their 
work as a teacher (Shack, 1973:40). 
Results of similar research done in Edmonton, Alberta, by Nixon 
and Gue support the Ontario findings (September, 197532043; November, 
197524). 

Combined with the above-mentioned stereotype of women is 
the prejudice that some jobs are traditionally male, while others 
are traditionally female. Nixon and Hrynyk found "school adminis~ 
trator" to be regarded as a male role (1973:23)3 the Royal Commis— 
Sion on the Status of Women in Canada found "secretary" and "ele~ 
mentary school teacher" to be classed as female occupations (1970: 
59). Dr. Pauline Jewett, president of Simon Fraser University, 
summed up the implications of such job—typing by saying, ". « « WO= 
men are not in management positions because society is not yet pre~- 
pared to accept women in positions of authority" (Woodcock and 


Sullivan, 1975:2). 


Male Attitudes 


Results of studies done by Barter (1959), Jenkins (1966), 
Timmons (1973), Matheny (1973), Linton (1974), and McKinnon (1974) 
revealed male teachers as having a more favorable attitude toward 
male principals than toward female principals. Barter also found 
that male teachers who had worked with a female administrator were 
more favorable toward women as principals than were male Paaeee 


having had no such experience (1959:41); but Timmons! and Linton's 
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respective results did not support this latter finding of Barter's. 
On the contrary, their results indicated attitudes toward women as 
principals were not dependent upon previous experience with a 
woman principal. And, with regard to other variables, Timmons 
reported 
e e« e nO Significant differences in attitudes toward women 
school administrators were associated with age, years of 
experience in education, level of education, level of 
position, . -« » having held an administrative position, 
and aspirations for an administrative position (1973:4660A). 

Attitudes toward advancement into administrative positions 
are not the same for men as for women. Male teachers aspire to 
becoming principal more often than do women (Barter, 19593 Burns , 
1964; Timmons, 1973); this factor alone may be a major reason why 
there are significantly more men than women in principalships. 

But women who do aspire to the principalship may face the 
two-pronged barrier of prejudice and stereotyping. For example, 
in attempting to determine attitudes toward females in administra~ 
tion, Neidig (1973) sent questionnaires to school board members in 
Iowa's fifty largest school districts. With forty-two districts 
responding, Neidig discovered significantly more male than female 
board members believed women unable to cope with the emotional and 
physical stress of administrative positions, and significantly few- 


er male than female board members would be willing to employ 


women to top administrative positions (1973:2984). 


Female Attitudes 


Sybil Shack asserted that "women either entering the pro- 
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fession or already teaching rarely have ambitions for promotion" 
(1973335). Although Shack's opinion is not clearly based on re- 
sults of any particular studies, that view appears to be supported 
by Barter's findings. Out of her sample, Barter indicated 46 per 
cent of the men teachers, as opposed to 7.8 per cent of the women 
teachers, were definitely interested in the elementary principal— 
ship as a career (1959:41). Nixon and Hrynyk also found that more 
than half of the superintendents who participated in their study 
advanced the opinion that "few women achieved in-school adminis- 
trative positions because women themselves lacked interest in 
achieving such appointments" (197331). 

If it is true that women are not interested in seeking 
administrative careers, one cause may be that, justifiably or not, 
they are discouraged at the outset. Hare suggested “some women 
« e « are reluctant to undertake the feducational/ program leading 
to administration because they feel the odds against them are too 
great — that they would be wasting their time and money" (1966213). 
And although Hare does not mention whether or not her conclusion 
is based on research results, studies by Mathney (1973) and by 
Nixon (1975) indicate women do believe opportunities for their ow 
advancement within the profession are not the same as males! enone 
tunities. The majority of female teachers in Mathney's sample 
perceived a bias in favor of men in the selection of administrative 
personnel; further, a majority of both males and females agreed 
that men receive more encouragement to seek administrative eae 


tions from their superiors (1973:2976A). Some participants in 
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Nixon's semple expressed the belief thet women need to be more 
talented and more qualified than men if they hope to compete 
successfully against men for administrative jobs (1975:172). 

But where women do hold administrative posts, are they 
favorably regarded by female subordinates? There are conflicting 
reports concerning this matter. In discussing "The Politics of 
sex in Education," Stiles and Nystrand maintain women are pre- 
judiced against women administrators and women prefer to work for 
a weak male rather than for an outstanding female leader (1974: 
438). This opinion is not upheld by research findings. On the 
contrary, Barter (1959), Jenkins (1966), Timmons (1973), and 
McKinnon (1974) found that although male and female teachers are 
generally favorable toward women principals, female teachers are 


more favorable toward female principals than are male teachers. 


Academic Preparation 


Studies undertaken in the United States by Barter (1959) 
and by Timmons (1973) indicate male teachers are better prepared 
academically for appointments to the principalship than are female 
teachers. It is not clear whether Burns! California findings 
support those of Timmons in Indiana and of Barter i Florida; al- 
though Burns reported approximately two-thirds of the women in her 
sample held master's degrees and one—tenth held doctor's degrees, 
she failed to give comparable figures for the males. 

Canadian studies also suggest women teachers are not as 


well prepared academically as men teachers for advancement within 


- 1 ciayaesaity tropa si A bite 


ves 


toula bn re 


a) 1 


iy ; im 
ry i. 
A } f 7 
* K my ‘ : 
¥ i f Z if 4 * G ae + 
it 5 hee ak 0 4 | f ey, ing e td! Bac f 
1S. bed p RR Pa EE SRR D | |S Bier $a 
’ LN : oo ke) 


tee ; i ie ; ’ . aed mean bi bg |! 


nae ee eee nee 


Tf) apa eee ach: ate ie, Sot shi i: a cinta 
f j A} ; a) <i a n, “ie 7 
pon raul ren ee at erbaiea p Hii Lore | eye 
| | | re a are | 


j vi po Mi a ; lh - fy i 
td quialagdetetrg ath te eit gant mtg: i 

| Reni | Cae ane ny 
L% ss Reeote beth Prenat ie addy der Tap t 2 ni wt 


ye AY. 


ae 
— | 
Mae Rape it 
i 10% | 


nhteol| at) re ted RS bier sweat aka tisaee 


a5 a (bed / 


. 


or l ti 
sb aw? & kta ae 


oe 


: ‘ 4 x . P : ¥ 
Pave 2s! ui Ot. Itt new | 


> £3 
2% WW he, 


9 
i a Dele 
tel) 
q i uf 
lw rames tebe: 
eee Ma o's vee \ 
ed j 
{ ( 
a 
; 
ii k 7 
S.A 4 * 
: > eee : 


18 


the profession. In comparing years of teacher education for male 
and female teachers in Alberta for the 1969~70 school year, Hersom 
found a much larger proportion of the male teachers had five and 
six years of teacher preparation — 20.6 per cent of the men had 
five years, compared to 12.9 per cent of the women, and 12.5 per 
cent of the men had six years, compared to 6 per cent of the 

women (1972217). Reporting 1969-70 nation-wide statistics, exclud- 
ing the provinces of Ontario and Quebec, Shack recorded that only 
28 per cent of the female teachers had a university degree of any 
kind, compared to 67.4 per cent of the men who at least had a 
first degree (1973:11). 

With regard to graduate work in educational administration, 
the United States" University Council for Bducational Administra- 
tion (1971-72) disclosed a low figure of 8 per cent as the female 
portion of the student population in departments of educational 
administration (Lyon and Saario, 1973:121). Given this percentage, 
Lyon and Saario concludeds “™. .« -« women are not even moderately 
well represented in educational administration graduate programs 
° e« e and so have not gained equal access to .. . administrative 
advancement in public education" (1973:121). However, Lyon and 
Saario went on to imply that the 8 per cent figure is indicative 
of some discrimination on the part of admissions personnel to pre- 
vent women from having "equal access to .-. . administrative ad- 
vancement in public education." Such an interpretation is unwar— 
ranted in this instance since no information was provided Rapeesie: 


ing numbers of women who applied for entrance into educational 
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administration programs. It is possible that there has been no 
discrimination against female applicants; there simply may have 
been a dearth of them. This latter interpretation is supported 
in Canada, at any rate, by Statistics Canada. As summarized by 
Margaret Anderson (1975), Statistics Canada found fewer women 
elect graduate work than men - only 25 per cent of all master's 
students and 18 per cent of all PhD. students in Canada are women 
(1975:6). Naturally, 18 per cent is a nation-wide figure and is 
not always indicative of individual universities, nor of how 
many female doctoral candidates successfully complete graduate 
studies. The situation at the University of Alberta, for example, 
was as follows: 
In the history of the Department of Educational Administration 
at the University of Alberta, there have been two women out 
of a total of 74 PhD. graduates fiess than 3 per cent / 
during the period 1958-1970 (Hersom, 1972218). 
Granted, both these University of Alberta figures and the nation- 
Wide percentages are low, but that does not mean Lyon and Saario 
are correct in concluding there is discrimination against women. 
Such figures merely indicate further research is needed to deter 
mine why so few women pursue graduate work. 

- Perhaps the question of discriminatory practices in grad=— 
uate school admissions ig not as tenable as is the problem of inade- 
quate financial assistance to women entering graduate programs. In 
Canada, the Dominion Bureau of Statistics! figures indicated that 
although there was no substantial difference between the essential 


expenses of men and women graduate students, and although the same 
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percentages of men and women received scholarships and grants, men 
received proportionately more financial support than did women. 
Thirteen per cent of females and 19 per cent of males 
received in excess of $600; four per cent of females and 
nine per cent of males received stipends in excess of 
$1,500 (1970:177). 

However, once women do enter graduate school, are they 
encouraged to stay and complete their program? An interesting 
study conducted by Kjerulff and Blood (1973) suggested "patterns 
of verbal communication with professors .« .. are different for 
female than for male graduate students" (1973:624), and this dif- 
ference is one factor which discourages women from remaining in 
graduate school. Specifically, Kjerulff and Blood's findings were: 
a) women viewed their relationship with their research advisor as 
“less relaxed, equalitarian, casual, or friendly" Shan men did; 

b) the more the women viewed their relationship with their advisor 
as casual and equalitarian, the greater number of discussions they 
had with the advisors; and c) the more the males perceived their 
relationship with eae research advisors as interesting, the more 
Giscussions they had with the advisors in an outside-of-—the-office 
context. The latter finding (c) did not hold trve for women; the 
difference between males and females on this third item was signi- 
ficant at p<.0l, with women having significantly fewer of these 
“outside the office" discussions than men. Kjerulff and Blood 
concluded that by not having outside the office interaction with 
professors, female graduate students "miss out on a type of infor- 
mal communication which could be helpful both in terms of acquiring 


research information, and developing feelings of belonging in the 
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fiela" (1973:630). 

Although Kjerulff and Blood's findings open interesting 
avenues of speculation, it is not clear that their results are 
generalizable. Their sample consisted of “male and female grad— 
uate students in a department of psychology;" the university was 
not specified. With such a small sample, Kjerviff and Blood's 
results could be nore indicative of the rapport between professors 
and female graduate students in a particular department at a par— 
ticular institution, rather than indicative of any general state 


of affairs. 


salaries 


Some researchers state administrative salaries for women 
are disproportionately lower than for men. In the United States, 
for example, Taylor (1973) pointed to census data as revealing the 
following differences: 

The average salary for 80,000 male school administrators 

was $13,625 in 1970. The average salary for 18,000 female 

administrators was almost $5,000 less. The Census Bureau 

also noted that 37 per cent of the men, but only 16 per cent 

of the women, earned more than $15,000 (1973:125). 
Unfortunately, Taylor failed to state whether or not the male and 
female administrators were equally qualified in educational back-— 
ground and experience; she also failed to indicate whether or not 
the women held equally high administrative posts. In light of 
studies which have shown men to have more academic preparation than 


women (Barter, 1959; Hersom, 19723; Lyon and Saario, 19733; Shack, 


19733; and Timmons, 1973), and also in view of findings which have 
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revealed women as occupying the lowest administrative levels (Lyon 
and Saario, 1973; Nixon and Hrynyk, 1973; Stiles and Nystrand, 
19743; and the Senate of the University of Alberta, 1975), it would 
be reasonable to question Taylor's statistics. Exactly what are 
they measuring? The inequality in salary could be more symbolic 
of unequal training and experience than of unfair discriminatory 
practices. 

Looking at elementary and secondary school teachers’ in 
come, it would initially appear that the Women's Bureau of the 
Canada Department of Labour has controlled for differences in ed= 
ucational background and in teaching experience. Teachers have 
been grouped according to educational background and age; the latter 
variable presumably is a rough indicator of years teaching exper- 
ience. In every category where there was enough data to make mean— 
ingful comparisons, male salaries were from $526 to $4,851 higher 
than female salaries (1975:123~124). However, there are mitigating 
factors. For example, age may not be truly indicative of teaching 
experience. What per cent of women take off how many years from 
teaching to raise a family? A few years' absence from work could 
help account for salary disparity in most age categories, but if 
motherhood alone was the cause of wage disparity, then that differ- 
ence should largely disappear in the last age category (55-64), 
assuming both.men and women reach the top of the salary scale by 
then. Yet, with one possible exception, the salary gap is not 
closed (1975 2123-124). What else might account for the difference? 


Are department chairmen's salaries included in these figures? If 
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80, what is the proportion of male to female department chairmen? 
Are there some unfair practices which account for those salary 
differences? It is not possible to answer such questions without 
more information. 

At the university level, too, Canadian data reveal a defi-~ 
nite disparity in salary between male and female professors. Sta-~ 
tistics Canada reported that in the Atlantic provinces the 1975 
median salary for male assistant professors was $550 higher than 
was the median salary for women assistant professors; it was $600 
higher for males in Ontario, $500 higher for males in the Western 
provinces, and $400 higher for males in Quebec (1974). Goncerning 
positions of associate professors in 1975, males were paid on the 
average of $1,250 more than females in the Atlantic provinces, 
$825 more than women in Ontario, $650 more than women in the West= 
ern provinces, and $250 more than women in Quebec (1974). Then, 
with regard to full professorships in 1975, men were paid an average 
of $1,600 more than women in the Atlantic provinces, $2,150 more 
than women in Ontario, $1,475 more than women in the Western pro-— 
vinces, and $100 more than women in Quebec (1974) (1975212). 

Within administrative ranks, the University of Alberta's 
Senate Task Force on the Status of Women found that female Adminis- 
trative Professional Officers (APOs) are, on the average, older 
and more experienced than men, but are seemingly kept in the three 
lowest positions (out of five levels of advancement) and are paid 
"substantially less fat least $1,000 less/ . . . at each salary 


level" (1975215). It is wise for one to be cautious in making 
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sweeping generalizations from the University of Alberta's APO 
salary distributions; nevertheless, such figures do indicate there 
may be some basis for allegations of unjust wage differences be- 
tween male and female administrators who have comparable training 


and experience, and who hold comparable positions of responsibility. 


Other Findings 


Geomoraes Ce 


4s reported by Meskin (1974), Hemphill, Griffiths, and 
Fredericksen positively support female administrators as a result 
of their 1962 study in which teachers of selected United States! 
elementary schools rated their respective principal's performance. 
In the first place, when elementary principal performance 
_ was evaluated by teachers and by superiors, both groups were 
somewhat negative toward men principals and generally positive 
toward women principals. e « e in general, the difference 
between men and women in their performance . . » is thai 
women involved teachers, superiors and outsiders in their 
work, while men tended to make decisions and take action 
without involving others (Meskin, 19743:2—3). 
A similar finding was reported by Seawell and Canady in their 
summary of an investigation conducted by the National Association 
of Elementary School Principals. The latter study found male prin~ 
cipals tend to "dominate" when decisions are made regarding in~ 
structional methodology, whereas female principals work more co-= 
operatively with faculty in such matters (1974:47). And these 
findings, in turn, may therefore support an earlier study by Wiles 
and Grobman which found that “women are ranked significantly ahead 
of men as democratic principals" (1955:77). 


As was summarized in an article by Meskin (1974), research 


done by Gross and Trask in 1964 showed that female principals are 
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perceived by their respective teachers as "more concerned with the 
individuality of their students and... faculty .. . than men 
are (Meskin, 197423). <A related finding which grew out of 
Roussell's examination of another administrative level, the depart- 
ment chairmanship, indicated teachers perceive female department 
chairmen as being more considerate than their male counterparts 
(1974:216). 

Hemphill, Griffiths, and Fredericksen also found women 
principals to be better in "exchanging information, maintaining 
organizational relationships, and responding to outsiders" (Meskin, 
1974:2). If these characteristics are representative of the United 
States' population of female principals —- and the three researchers 
themselves are cautious about drawing such a generalization ~ those 
characteristics might help account for Hoyle's results. Hoyle 
(1969) said teachers in his sample described female administrators 
as noticing potential problem situations and as reviewing results 
of action significantly more often than did male principals (1969: 
24). 

Both the United States National Association of Elementary 
School Principals and the Virginia Association of Elementary School 
Principals found female principals to be older and to have more 

years teaching experience than male principals (Seawell and Canady, 
1974:46—7). In Canada too, similar results were obtained by Nixon 
and Hrynyk in their 1973 investigation of Alberta schools. 

In the pnewsotaly Suenthored study by Nixon and Hrynyk, there 
is one other interesting finding. In 1972, less than 9 per cent of 


all Alberta applicants for administrative appointments were women 
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(197331). Thus, as Nixon and Hrynyk suggest, discrimination against 
women may not be as much a factor in preventing women from advancing 
within the profession as is the simple absence of female applicants 


for administrative posts. 
II. Perception 


Introduction 


As was seen in the previous section, much of the literature 
concerming women in educational administration involves people's 
perceptions of how well women function in administrative positions. 
Naturally, such perceptions can be influenced by each individual's 
expectations of, previous experiences with, and micas POx2or 
against female administrators. But, however they are molded, per- 
ceptions are of the utmost importance because they constitute the 
framework of the “reality" which ultimately will determine one's 
behavior. 

The organism reacts to the field as it is perceived and 
experienced. This perceptual field is, for the individual, 
'reality.' « « » Whatever he thinks is true, whether it is 
actually true or not, is reality, and it is this subjective 


reality which determines how he behaves (Hall and Lindzey, 


19572479). 


Hence, assessments of female administrators by their subordinates are 


linked to perceptions of female administrators by their subordinates. 


Society, Experiences and Expectations 


All of the ways in which we deal with environmental complexity 
at the perceptual level are deeply tinged with the hues of 
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the society in which we live (Maccoby et al., 1958:87). 

A society's values reflect and reinforce the values of its 
dominant social group. Such values are resistant to dramatic 
change and, as such, tend to perpetuate "traditional" ways of doing 
things. Tradition, then, is fostered and protected by perceptual 
defense, or the process of "blocking out perceptions which do not 
fit into /establishea/ patterns of thought or which call into ques~ 
tion firmly held beliefs" (Enns, 1966:25). At an operative level, 
if “woman's role" is generally accepted as being homemaker and 
mother (Nixon and Hrynyk, 19733 Schack, 1973; Meskin, 1974), then 
it is highly unlikely a woman would be seriously considered for a 
"man's job." And so, if Canadians do tend to regard "school admin- 
istrator" as a male role (Nixon and Hrynyk, 1973), it would not be 
surprising to find a dearth of female school administrators in 
Canada. 

Related to the influence of societal values on an individ 
vual's perceptual process is the importance of expectations and 
assumptions. An individual's expectations can be based on societal 
values. If, for instance, society generally holds that "a woman's 
place is in the home," then individuals may assume women cannot 
adequately perform "men's jobs." Such a pre-conceived notion, in 
turn, leads to the expectation that if any woman does happen to 
secure a "man's job," she either will perform that job poorly or 
she is atypical. Perhaps the difficulties inherent in overcoming 
negative expectations result in the belief that women need to be 


more talented and more capable than men if they hope to compete 
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successfully for "male jobs" (McDonough, 1967; Matheny, 19733 
Timmons, 1973; and Nixon, 1975). 

Perceptions can also be influenced by one's past experi- 
ences, since experiences lead to future expectations which, in 
turn, determine one's predispositions (Cantril, 1957; Zalkind and 
Costello, 1962; and Bosetti, 1973). Thus, if a teacher who is 
skeptical about working under a female principal has a bad experi~ 
ence with that principal, he will tend to be negatively predisposed 
to working under a second female principal. His subsequently low 
expectations may very well be realized since "we perceive what we 


expect to perceive in a situation" (Enns, 1966:24). 
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Stereotypes, like expectations, can distort perceptions 
because they too are rooted in the presupposition that a particular 
"type" of person's behavior is predictable. ; 

Stereotypes are relatively simplex cognitions of social 
groups which blind the individual to the manifold differences 
among the members of any group — racial, ethnic, age, sex, 
social class - and tend to freeze his judgments (Krech et al., 
1962:53). 

It seems obvious from studies previously cited that women 
have been stereotyped in North American society as being emotional, 
domestic-oriented, and suited primarily for roles such as house=— 
wife, nurse, secretary, and elementary school teacher (McDonough, 
1967; Royal Commission on the Status of Women in Canada, 1970; 
Nixon and Hrynyk, 19733 Neidig, 19733; Rosen and Jerdee, 19733 


Shack, 1973; Meskin, 1974; and Nixon, 1975). From such stereotypes 
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come attitudes, preconceived notions, which can create significant 
barriers to equal employment opportunities for women. 

Status differences also can lead to inaccurate perception 
(Krech, 19623; Zalkind and Costello, 1962; and Enns, 1966). Because 
people are sensitive to things which concern their own positions, 
they may not be aware of how those same things affect another's 
position. "Thus teachers and principals may see the same /situa- 
tion/ in entirely different ways because of the difference in the 
nature of their positions" (imns, 1966:25). 

Often related to status is self-concept, which is also an 
important factor influencing the perceptual processe An individ 
ual's self-concept largely determines what he will perceive because, 
as was noted earlier, one unconsciously tends to perceive what one 
Wishes or expects to perceive. If, for example, the individual has 
a good self-image, he will perceive those things which reinforce 
that images; shortcomings, on the other hand, likely will be glossed 
over or will go unnoticed. 

« « - self concepts determine what the individual considers 
to be necessary and appropriate behavior, and as a result, they 
tend to cause him to screen out selectively facts and events 
which are inconsistent with his self image. Since one of the 
prime needs of the individual is to maintain his self image, 
he tends to select those perceptions which conform with what 
he believes (Bosetti, 1973:36). 
Ignorance of one's shortcomings can be especially damaging in the 
context of a school system if someone in a key leadership role, 
like a principal or a superintendent, is insensitive to his ow 
weaknesses. In such a case, the administrator may fail to respond 


to negative feedback until potential problems become serious 


realities. 
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Perception and Educational Administration 


Because perceptions play a significant role in interper— 
sonal behavior, they comprise an important part of educational 
administration. "The way in which an administrator defines a sit= 
vation and the manner in which he fulfills his role . .. is depend— 
ent both on his own perceptions and on the perceptions of other 
members of the organization" (Bosetti, 1973:35). 

One of the vital administrative skills closely related to 
accurate perception is effective communication. Understanding be= 
tween subordinates and superordinates is contingent upon the exis=— 
tence of effective communication which is, in turn, dependent upon 
the adequacy of interpersonal perception. 

e e e in issuing directives, giving instructions, giving 
explanations or making reports all the potential difficulties 
of inter-personal perceptions are present. The characteristics 
and status of the communicator may interferes; the character- 
istics of the receiver of the communication may interferes; and 
the variables of the situation may cause distortions in the 
perceptions of either or both (Enns, 1966:26). 

Many problems in communication, and in educational admin- 
istration generally, can be avoided if administrators and teachers 
are aware of the perceptual process and its associated limitations. 
Understanding of and sensitivity to perceptual pitfalls should en- 
able school personnel to modify appropriately their own behavior 
and consequently escape costly misjudgments which can undermine the 
health of an organization by breeding Pencicn: hostility, and 
poor interpersonal relationships (Zalkind and Costello, 1962; Enns, 


1966; and Bosetti, 1973). 


30 


reaararak 


ee. ae Ten rte aot 


* sae 


eo 


-P 
* 


id 


oh on a] oats sion one tiene 


SeeL ,olieteed Sas Sria a the 
: : i pei 
: : '? ; AC 


rites ae % ; cacy 


nitebitiate ti 


Mk in, if wit 


any a 


> to bbe ore oat 80 


i ” ry * ‘ i ¥ we 
oC MEEVEE « tttee | HES TO | 
: 7" Ne wen ae LS eras ei paints . B 
& ae j a dy a 
hotwier gloanto! ell tole evista Soyer os 
eh OR i a eae ee Pattee | iy he 
af ant ueteneac) ya Ve gine: 4 
ei wt *y tt ¥) al 
mere gy red citaud ak gat 
‘i pe oi 
oo ey Sage P pin + tine] % ae ae ~: , 
: >) LRRTHONS a? ils ab rdcet ae 
. fo «nT ~.¢ouaete ots ee See 
wo wah ,oTMELaT IT yen sieht ot Sst wo oat oe 
joyotretok yw codtes Lmetioa age to ertsoot abt 
tok empiiiodnth @anen Yaa soda de ans. ie 
ASS eeeel pate) me od ‘ott ke Li 
p 
-cimba fawobtaodie at fae 0 etal mb anit tq 
aN, ; Wh A 
io vrotetadhaahia Dib pebteve we rs Wiha 
. poe 
’ } ie ‘ vi . o ye ’ 
¢ timdt botaloopap att bie nqep si perry peoteq uel 
. | wae p a: © 
¢ Ing coy Gar ‘ytovantan nen ts 
; I Dah ry my F ce 
oiveriod mre tigdts vietan nfo 48 yootiaian 
; - } ' ( | : 
a? reehun aeo ae batis etas oar ant bth erg 50 4 a 
bas ,¥tilifaod , no tebe ene e3 nt : = 
ees wy 


i Pai ? 


ie. 


III. Communication 


Introduction 


Effective administration of organizations is directly 
dependent upon effective communication; thus administrators — 
whether male or female - must have the ability to communicate well. 
That ability will necessarily be contingent upon how well others 
perceive the administrator's communication attempts. Such per= 
ceptions, in tum, may be distorted by interpersonal problems like 
predispositions and expectations, or they may be distorted by or- 
ganizational problems like status differences. 

This section will serve two ends. First, it will describe 
many of the difficulties an administrator may face in attempting to 
communicate with subordinatese Second, by outlining which factors 
inhibit and which factors facilitate communication, this section 
will provide a framework for the communication activities test 
instrument which was used for data gathering in this research pro- 


ject. 


The Nature of Communication 


Numerous articles and books have been written about communi-=- 
cations; numerous definitions of communication likewise have been 
formulated. Some of the definitions are confined to verbal communi- 
cation, others to nonverbal; some refer only to conscious acts of 
communication, others to unconscious acts. But all of the defini- 


tions include the concept(s) of idea transmission and/or reception. 
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Customarily, the basic components of communication are 
identified as being a) source, b) encoded message, c) channel or 
medium, and d) receiver and destination (Schramm, 1955; Sergiovanni 
and Starratt, 1971; Friesen, 1974; and Pulley, 1975). The source, 
or communicator, is the individual or group that has information 
to be shared with others. The information is encoded into words, 
graphics, or other symbolic form and is now called the message. A 
channel — such as television, letter, newspaper, telephone, or con= 
versation between /among individuals —- is then used to transmit the 
message. The receiver decodes and interprets the message for the 
individual(s) or group(s) constituting the intended destination of 
the message. 

A final and vital aspect of communication is. feedback. 
Assurance thet a given message has been accurately interpreted by 
the receiver cannot be attained without feedback from that receiver. 
Reactions to messages tell communicators how well their statements 
are being understood; they indicate whether or not correction or 


clarification is needed (MacKay, 1963:33). 


Barriers to Communication 


1. Organizational barriers are any factors "built in" to 
the organization that can distort or prevent communication (MacKay, 
1963235). Examples of organizational barriers are listed below. 

(A) Physical distances Co-ordination of and cooperation in 
complementary activities can be greatly hampered if the parties 


involved are separated by too great a physical distance (Thayer, 
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1961:142). Swch separation means more time is required for the 
receiver to receive messages and for feedback to come from the 
receiver. This latter delay could prove damaging.to the communi- 
cator, especially if timing is a critical factor in determining 
the effectiveness of his message. “™. . «. any factor restricting 
on-the-spot adaptability of the communicator limits his benefits 
from feedback" (Sergiovanni and Starratt, 19712175). As MacKay 
points out, this barrier can have important implications for com 
munication between school staffs and outside units such as the 
superintendent's office and the department of education (1963335). 

(B) Technical barriers: Misuse of available vehicles of com= 
munication results in poor communication (Bacon, 1971:33). Indis— 
criminate use of a school's public address system and/or over= 
reliance on any method of communication which rules out the possi-~ 
bility of feedback will prevent effective communication from taking 
place. Similarly, communication effectiveness will be jeopardized 
wherever gatekeepers exist in an organization. Gatekeepers are 
those persons who are in positions where they can "manage" infor— 
mation. They can (deliberately or not) misinterpret, edit, or 
suppress information before other members of the organization have 
a chance to receive it (MacKay , 1963334). <A particularly damaging 
gatekeeper can be the principal of a school since, as will be dis- 
cussed in the next paragraph, the principal himself already may 
constitute a status or authority barrier. 

(C) Status/authority barrier: MacKay asserts there is always 


the possibility of restricted and unidirectional communication flow 
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whenever a formally designated leader exists (1963:36). Further, 
Costello and Zalkind indicate that even when two-way flow of com— 
munication exists between subordinate and superordinate, status 
differences cause communication distortion (1963:458). 

(D) Job specializations Like physical separation, job special- 
ization can contribute to poor communication. MacKay says this is 
an outcome of people thinking and functioning within different 
frames of reference, such as teachers of academic subjects contrasted 
with other specialists like physical education teachers or industrial 
arts teachers (1963:36). Such specialization often leads to the use 
of argot, or the particular vocabulary of sub-groups within an organ- 
ization and/or culture. Argot can prevent “outsiders” who don't 
share these “insider” meanings from understanding what has been 
said. 

(B) Cost: If it is excessive, cost - in terms of time, effort, 
and money ~ can also be a barrier to adequate communication (Mackay, 
1963236). This factor would likely threaten large organizations 
which have a high degree of job specialization and/or physical dis- 


tance separating organizational members. 


2. Interpersonal barriers are "human factors" that prevent 
communication from being effective (Friesen, 19742146). 

(A) Semantic barriers: When, through semantic difficulties, a 
message receiver misunderstands what a communicator means, communi-= 
cation is ineffective. "Most failures in communication are probably 
due to mistaken assumptions, by both source and receiver, about 


correspondence of meanings ("Perception . . cogaeDe 2). Since words 
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are only rough symbols of thought, and since the full denotative 
and connotative meaning of a word is influenced by each individual's 
past experiences, no two people will assign exactly the same signi- 
ficance to any given word (Morris, 1967:32). Consequently, there 

is frequently bound to be some degree of error in communication 
attempts resulting from semantic misinterpretation. 

(B) Value barriers: Porter says values influence people's 
social perception by providing certain standards from which people 
can judge the behavior of others (1972:7). Berlo echoes this idea 
when he declares: 

No source communicates as a free agent, without being in- 

fluenced by his position in a socialecultural system. . . « We 

need to know where he fits in that social system, the roles he 
fulfills, the functions he is required to perform... the 
accepted forms of behavior that are acceptable or not accept- 
able . .« e his own expectations and the expectations others 

have about him (1960349). 

Thus value systems can contribute to communi cation difficulties, 
and such would be the case if one of the parties involved in the 
communication process fails to conform to socially prescribed role 
expectations. 

(c') Attitude barriers: Attitudes are, to a great degree, influ- 
enced by values; values predispose us to judge favorably or unfavor~ 
ably the behavior of others. Other attitudes = those shaped by 
emotion, extreme skepticism, pre-conceived notions, and the like - 
constitute barriers to communication too. If, for example, a super= 
ordinate views himself as a source of directives and is not inter- 
ested in the views of his subordinates, then it is unlikely that 


the subordinates will develop enough rapport with the superordinate 


to stimulate the growth of trust. And trust is essential, for 
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without "trust and confidence between people involved, the most 
grandiose communications network is doomed to failure" (MacKay, 
1963237). 

(D) Conclusions: Communications tend to be perceived and 
interpreted by the message receiver in terms of his own values, 
needs, desires, and expectations (Enns, 1966; Bosetti, 1973). Also, 
status differences influence the manner in which one perceives com= 
munications (Krech, 1962; Zalkind and Costello, 1962; Enns, 19663 
and Hess, 1969). Thus, for example, the position of the principal-— 
ship is perceived differently by different peoples; and communica~ 
tions from the principal are not always interpreted in the way they 
were intended. "The fact that the principalship is e« « « viewed 
by individuals and groups in a wide variety of ways is sometimes an 
inhibiting factor in the transmission of messages to their intended 
destination" (Pulley, 1975251). Factors such as the ones mentioned 
above can cause the intended message to become distorted: such 
factors are called “noise (Friesen, 1973:145) and they constitute 


barriers to effective communication. 
Effective Communication 


The literature on communication suggests several consider~ 
ations for administrators who wish to improve and/or maintain ef 


fective communication among organizational members. 


1. Attitude: Having an open mind and being sensitive to 


the values, views, and attitudes of others can be vital in develop— 
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ing a feeling of trust (Costello and Zalkind, 1963; MacKay, 1963; 
Enns, 1966; Borman et al., 1969; Howel, 19723 "Perception « » "3° 


Friesen, 1974). 


2. Reduce "noise": It is important to concentrate on 
what is being said. By keeping one's mind on what is being said, 
both the listener and the communicator can avoid mistakes in 
understanding that might otherwise be made (Borman et al., 19693 
Mulford, 1971). Also, one should alter voice tone to suit the 
meaning of the message. By altering voice tone, the communi- 
cator can emphasize or make light of certain aspects of his message. 
Voice tone is especially important because "every word you use 
can take on many different meanings, depending on how you say 
b a rid (Wiksell, 1960:43). Using the wrong tone at the wrong time 


can lead to misunderstanding. 


3. Flexibility: Thayer (1961), MacKay (1963), Borman 
et al. (1969), and Friesen (1974) emphasized the need for communi- 
cators to be flexible in their methods of communicating. 
Many people mistakenly assume that habitual modes of handling 
communications are the most efficient. .. . Like all of the 
behaviors we repeat . e . our methods of communication 
become fixed and hence usually inefficient habits (Thayer, 
1961:94, 264). 
Flexibility in communication would increase the probability that 
the message would be received and understood by everyone with 


whom the message-source intended to communicate. Following up a 


formal message with an informal reminder, or vice versa, would 
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help avoid barriers to communication; "the source has a better 
chance of getting understanding from the receiver if he utilizes 
several channels" ("The Nature of Communication", p. 2). Not 

only would the communicator increase his chances of being well 
understood, but he might also be able to circumvent gatekeepers. 
By using several channels, he may be able to contact everyone 
directly, and thus he could minimize the possibly negative effects 


of having information funneled through gatekeepers. 


4. Feedback: Schramm (1955), Thayer (1961), MacKay 
(1963), and Sergiovanni and Starratt (1971) stress the importance 
of feedback. The more immediate the feedback, the greater the 
liklihood a message can be appropriately modified. Not only 
promptness, but quality and quantity of feedback is necessary. 
Administrators need a variety of feedback sources to accurately 
assess how well the organization is functioning. “One source, 
or even a few sources, cannot be relied upon to provide all of 
the information the administrator may need in the form in which 
he may need it" (Thayer, 1961240). 

Oral, two-way communication is regarded as being a par- 
ticularly important style of communication because of the correc= 
tive benefits it affords through immediate feedback (Thayer, 
1961; MacKay, 1963; Borman et al., 1969). As a result of this 
immediate feedback capability, oral, two-way communication has 
the greatest potential for effecting accurate transmission of 


messages. 
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Communication and Administration 


Organizations, and the administration of organizations, are 
dependent on effective communication (Miklos, 1968; MacKay, 19633 
Mulford, 1971; and Sergiovanni and Starratt, 1971). Without 
communication there can be no organization. Further, for organi- 
zations to function efficiently, people should be able tio "have 
the information they need, and have gotten it without exerting un— 
due efforts" (Sergiovanni and Starratt, 1971:102). There must be 
relatively accurate communication flow vertically and horizontally 
Within the organization itself, as well as adequate communication 
between the organization and the surrounding environment (Miklos, 
1968; Friesen, 1974). Administrators themselves must have the 
ability to communicate since that ability is "the oat used, and 
the most usable — hence the most valuable = ability any administra~- 
tor may exercise in his job" (Thayer, 196133). 

Within a school system, principals occupy strategic posi- 
tions. It is the principal who maintains communication in the 
school; it is he who most often channels information from his 
school to the school system and to the community; and it is he who 
most often receives information from outside-the~school sources and 
passes it along to staff members (Miklos, 1968; MacKay, 1963). 
Further, a principal uses communication skills to negotiate griev- 
ances, influence opinions, and solve problems (Sergiovanni and 


Starrat, 1971:175). 
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IV. Discussion 


Much has been written on the subjects of communication, 
perception, and women in administration. Most of the literature in 
these areas is concerned with empirical studies done by psycholo= 
gists and sociologists, particularly in areas related to social 
norms, perceptual processes, attitudes, and behavior. 

Since perceptions are influenced by attitudes, experiences, 
expectations, social norms, and values, the perceptual process 
plays a significant role in determining people's predispositions 
for or against females who seek appointments to administrative 
positions. Perhaps more important, women's perceptions of them= 
selves and “their role" seem vital in determining whether or not 
they will strive for advancement within the profession. 

Women who do succeed to administrative posts will need to 
have =~ like all administrators — good communication skills. And 
perceptions become critical here too, since people's attitudes 
toward a communicator predispose them to interpret the communica-~ 
tor's message in ways that conform to their own biases. Hence, as 
would be the case for all principals, a female principal's communi- 
cation attempts may be distorted and misinterpreted because of 
status differences between teachers and principals; but, additionally, 
interpretations of her communications may be colored by negative 
attitudes toward her as "an interloper in a man's domain." If, in 
fact, her attempts to communicate are distorted by such barriers, 
she could be an ineffective communicator and ultimately an ineffec- 


tive administrator. 
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Ve. Orientation to This Study 


This research project attempted to compare the perceived 
communication activities and the perceived communication effective— 
ness of male and female elementary school principals. In other 
words, it considered two major hypotheses: a) there is no signi- 
ficant difference in the communication effectiveness of male and 
female elementary school principals; and b) there is no significant 
difference in the communication activities of male and female prin-— 
cipals. The very general nature of the two major hypotheses made 
it impossible to test these hypotheses directly, so it was necessary 
to break them dowm into a number of specific, non-ambiguous sub- 
statements. The major ambiguity in the first hypothesis concerned 
measurement. Who or what would be the measure of a principal's 
communication effectiveness? And would that measure be objective 
or subjective in nature? For the purposes of this study, three 
subjective measures of a principal's communication effectiveness 
were employed: a) the perceptions and evaluations of the principal's 
teachers, b) the self~ascribed scores of each principal, and c) a 
comparison of the principal's self-ascribed scores with the ratings 
of his/her respective teachers. The three sub-statements, hence- 
forth referred to as the Effectiveness Hypotheses, were evaluated 
on the basis of participants' responses to questionnaire item 20 


("fhe principal communicates effectively: with teachers"). 


The Effectiveness Hypotheses: There is no significant difference in 


the communication effectiveness of 
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male and female elementary school 
principals. 

EH oa? There is no significant difference in the communication 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 

EHop? There is no significant difference in the communication 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin~ 
cipals, as revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of 
principals. 

EHy¢! There is no significant difference between the teacher— 
assigned ratings and the principals’ self-—ascribed rat— 
ings regarding principal communication effectiveness. 

The second hypothesis ("There is no significant difference 
in the communication activities of male and female principals") con- 
tained several ambiguities which made it impossible to test that 
hypothesis directly. As with the first hypothesis, the question of 
measurement arose3 and, as with the first hypothesis, the following 
three measures were employed: a) the perceptions and evaluations of 
the principal's teachers, b) the self~ascribed scores of each prin- 
Cipal, and c) a comparison of the principal's self-—ascribed scores 
with the ratings of his/her respective teachers. These three meas- 
ures led to the development of three sub-statements for the second 
hypothesis; those sub-statements are listed below and are designated 


by the letters AH) a» AH yp» and AH However, there was an addi- 


oc* 


tional ambiguity: what constituted "communication activities"? 


Was non-verbal communication included? Was the influence of voice 
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tone on communication considered? The questionnaires used in this 
study were not designed to cover all aspects of communication; they 
were designed to cover some of the more important areas of communi-~ 
cation that were discussed in the reviewed literature (see pages 
31-39). To avoid problems which could arise from the general phrase 
"communication activities,” a number of specific sub-hypotheses 

were developed for each of the three sub-statements. These sub— 
hypotheses were based on the individual questionnaire items. Hence- 
forth, the three sub-statements with their respective sub-hypotheses 


will be referred to collectively as the Activity HPypotheses. 


The Activity Hypotheses: There is no significant difference in the 
communication activities of male and fe- 
male elementary school principals. 


AH 


on! There is no significant difference in the communication 


activities of male and female elementary school princi- 
pals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 
As perceived and rated by teachers, there ig no 
significant difference between male and female 
elementary school principals in the frequency: 
AH, ,(1)# of their written communication with teachers. 
(2): with which their written communication to 
teachers is clearly stated. 
AH, (3): with which they select appropriate types of 
written communication. 
AH) ,(4)# with which they receive written communication 


from teachers. 
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AH, (7): 
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AH, (9) 
AH) (10) 
AH, (11): 
AH, (12): 
AH, (13): 


AH, (14): 


AH, (15) 


AH) (16) 
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with which they seek the personal opinion of 
individual teachers on school matters. 

with which they seem genuinely interested in 
knowing individual teachers' views on major 
school issues. 

with which they attempt to understand the ra- 
tionale behind individual teachers' opinions 
on major school issues. 

with which they are sought out by individual 
teachers for discussion of school matters. 
with which they give complete attention to in- 
dividual teachers who are speaking with them. 
with which they seem relaxed when talking with 
individual teachers. 

with which their teachers feel relaxed when 
talking to them. 

with which they effectively exchange informa~ 
tion with their teachers at staff meetings. 
with which they express their ideas concisely 
at staff meetings. 

with which they mean exactly what they say. 
with which they encourage meaningful teacher 
contribution to staff meeting discussions. 
with which they satisfactorily explain their 
reasons for making important decisions that 


directly affect their respective teachers. 
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AH, (17) 


AH, (18): 


AH, (19) 5 


AH, (20): 


with which they encourage less aggressive 
teachers to express their opinions on major 
issues. 

with which they use appropriately formal or 
informal verbal communication. 

with which they encourage teachers to express 
opinions which differ from their own. 

with which they make important announcements 


at the most appropriate times. 


There is no significant difference in the communication 


activities of male and female elementery school princi- 


pals, as revealed by the self~ascribed ratings of prin- 


ci pals r 


AH, (1)s 


AH, (2): 


AH), (3)s 


AH, (4): 


AH, (5)# 


As revealed by the self~ascribed ratings of 


principals, there is no significant difference 


between male and female elementary school prin- 


Cipals in the frequency: 

of their written communication with teachers. 
with which their written communication to 
teachers is clearly stated. 

with which they select appropriate types of 
written communication. 

with which they receive written communication 
from teachers. 

with which they seek the personal opinion of 


individual teachers on school matters. 
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with which they seem genuinely interested in 
knowing individual teachers! views on major 
school issues. 

with which they attempt to understand the ra~ 
tionale behind individual teachers' opinions 
on major school issues. 

with which they are sought out by individual 
teachers for discussion of school matters. 
with which they give complete attention to in- 
dividual teachers who are speaking with them. 
with which they seem relaxed when talking with 
individual teachers. 

with which their teachers feel relaxed when 
talking to them. 

with which they effectively exchange informa- 
tion with their teachers at staff meetings. 
with which they express their ideas concisely 
at staff meetings. 

with which they mean exactly what they say. 
with which they encourage meaningful teacher 
contribution to staff meeting discussions. 
with which they satisfactorily explain their 
reasons for making important decisions that 
Girectly affect their respective teachers. 
with which they encourage less aggressive teach—- 
ers to express their opinions on major 


issues. 
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with which they use appropriately formal or 
informal verbal communication. 

With which they encourage teachers to express 
opinions which differ from their own. 

with which they make important announcements 


at the most appropriate times. 


: There is no significant difference between the teacher= 


assigned ratings and the principals’ self-ascribed rat— 


ings regarding principal communication activities. 


AH g(1)s 
AH, .(2)# 
AH) (3)s 
AH, (4)s 
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There is no significant difference between the 
teacher-assigned rating and the principals' 
self~ascribed rating regarding the frequency: 
of the principals! written communication with 
their respective teachers. 

with which the principals! written communica- 
tion to teachers is clearly stated. 

with which principals select appropriate types 
of written communication. 

with which principals receive written communi- 
cation from their teachers. 

with which principals seek the personal opin- 
ion of individual teachers on school matters. 
with which principals seem genuinely interested 
in knowing individual teachers! views on major 
school issues. 

with which principals attempt to understand the 


Yationale behind individual teachers' opinions 
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on major school issues. 

with which principals are sought out by indi- 
vidual teachers for discussion of school 
matters. 

with which principals give complete attention 
to individual teachers who are speaking with 
them. 

with which principals seem relaxed when talk- 
ing with individual teachers. 

with which teachers feel relaxed when talking 
to their principal. 

with which principals effectively exchange in- 
formation with their teachers at staff meetings. 
with which principals express their ideas con= 
cisely at staff meetings. 

with which principals mean exactly what they 
Saye 

with which principals encourage meaningful teach-— 
er contribution to staff meeting discussions. 
with which principals satisfactorily explain 
their reasons for making important decisions. 
with which principals encourage less ageressive 
teachers to express their opinions on m or 
issues. 

with which principals use appropriately formal 


or informal verbal communication. 
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AH) (19): with which principals encourage teachers to 
express opinions which differ from their own. 
AH) ,(20): with which principals make important announce~ 


ments at the most appropriate times. 
VI. Summary 


Various ideas have been advanced as to why there are pro- 
portionately fewer women than men in educational administration. 
Some opinions are based on more tangible "evidence," like unequal 
salaries or insufficient educational preparation. Other explana- 
tions have their foundation in less tangible “evidence," such as 
social norms, attitudes, expectations, and people's perceptions of 
women's roles. 

This particular study addresses itself to the question of 
whether or not women have the requisite skilis to handle tradition—- 
ally male-occupied jobs. More particularly, this study is concern— 
ed with the vital administrative skill of communication and with 
the ability (or lack of it) of female elementary school principals 


to use that skill effectively. 
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Chapter III 
Methodology 


This chapter includes a discussion of: 1) the research 
methodology; 2) the procedures used in data collection; and 3) the 


statistical tests applied to the data. 


The Test Instruments 


i. Construction and description of the instruments. Two 
parallel Likert style opinionnaires, each the mirror—image of the 
other, were used to collect data for this study. Each opinionnaire 
contained 26 items, which respondents rated on a frequency scale of 
one to five, from “very seldom" to "very often". The 26 items were 
developed by this researcher on the basis of an existent communica~ 
tion rating scale created by Knower and Wagner (Dugan, 1967:73-75) 
and on the basis of a literature review pertaining to communication 
(see chapter II, pages 31-39). 

The Knower and Wagner Administrative Communication Rating 
Scale is composed of "twenty-six questions constructed /sic/ as to indi- 
cate a measure of communication of Aa administrator" (Dugan, 1967: 
73). Because six items appeared to be particularly relevant to 
this study, they were adapted for use. Those six questions provided 
the framework for items 1, 3, 6, 9 Were ls (ho, Mele ees ess eas 
and 25 on this researcher's mirror-image opinionnaires (see Appen~ 


dix A). 
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The remaining thirteen opinionnaire items were formulated 
to reflect important aspects of communication which were mentioned 
repeatedly in the literature on communication, but which the re- 
searcher felt were not covered adequately in the Knower and Wagner 
test. Those important aspects concern semantics, attitutes, flexi- 
bility, and feedback. 

The opinionnaire items were classified under the following 
headings: 1) written communication; 2) oral communication, one-to- 
one basis; 3) oral communication, staff meetings; 4) general style 
of communication; and 5) public address system (where applicable). 

Each participating teacher indicated his opinion on each of 
the 26 opinionnaire items by circling a number, from one to five, 
which most closely corresponded to his perception of how frequently 
his principal performed various communication activities. The five 
frequency ratings were: 1) very seldom, 2) seldom, 3) occasionally, 
4) often, and 5) very often. 

Participating principals individually rated themselves on a 
second opinionnaire, the mirror-image of the teachers! opinionnaire, 
by circling the number (from one to five) which most closely cor-— 
responded to their individual perceptions of how frequently they 
performed various communication activities. 

Each instrument included seven demographic questions and a 
section for any comments which the respondent wished to add regard— 
ing the principal's communication skills. The demographic informa- 
tion provided the basis for the classification of the data, for the 
purpose of testing hypotheses; the comments served to enhance the 


understanding of some test results. 


BB 


" <0 oid dokan ee 
nameae bre maworth od | 
wheat uate eaten oe 


y 4 ) 
. es , , ‘ie A 


A ; 
a 


gotwotle’® ont ake Ree "% 

~ to epties bane fate0 ts 
vn 600 Rigi. ora). materne ae a | 

46 dome, so Ap eneHO wha) badge 
vows ca tb 15Q, amore i ‘a 


yldnaapost wom: 1 by bbage On De . ney 


oy kt. aa? -woithutios ‘pote kes m8 nooray bem | 
tone tan gt ii Sho uf cabin exer Ca) sorsen apctied 
. | sui + sao 20. orev, (atm 

a ap novboumed? esan, wt Lauh. swine stnighosiag, anise 40 | 
enkatagimige tweetioget: « one to spanner adit tengo tain ii 
von yeaa, taoe lo. stoe (awk? ul $70. moa), ‘radmigs, Dalear 


wort %tt auger od. to | asoktyese Anidsbetbat niotiae 


1“ 
t ie 


Oe 


ones, pe : aoe: <A 
be eh 
i wie 


2. Pilot. The questionnaires were distributed to a number 
of teachers and administrators enrolled in the course Educational 
Administration 511 at the University of Alberta during the spring 
of 1975. Two sets of revisions were made as a result of ensuing 
suggestions and comments. Following the second set of revisions, 
both questionnaires were submitted to Drs. A. G Konrad, J. J. Ber— 
gen, and R. G. McIntosh for further critical examination. Final 
revisions were then effected. 

A pilot test based on a segment of the population was not 
feasible since the number of female elementary school principals 
in the population was very small. Had such a pilot study been run, 


there would not have been enough female elementary school principals 


remaining to conduct the study itself. 


Be Reliability. Reliability of a test is "a measure of the 
consistency with which the test procedure establishes the scores by 
which it differentiates among testees" (Rozeboom, 1966:375)3; it is 
"a statement of the error or precision of an estimate" (Spiegel, 
1961:157). In other words, if one were to assess an individual not 
once, but several times, by the test, how closely would the test 
scores agree? 

Because of the previously mentioned problem regarding a 
pilot study, reliability of the test instruments was difficult to 


determine. 


4. Validity. Validity relates to "the adequacy with which 


a test ... does, in fact, test what it is supposed to be testing" 


ccotinkin a0 noi 
tone ktanstid ' : 7 
“‘gange' on will 
nk 
yenoLeiiwane * tan ee as em 
nef Benae® poe jet i‘ 


Aer saptton bien > and 


yt . 


ron ra poitalegot od te ‘eve 
aie atk yO tomato rigttase nod 
gmt). coed: thy ne tel oy * ale. wid sell | 


Kip tevee tiny cneitan. emataonetle oi tyes 


t | | 4 it | | | | 
odt to extegen, ete ‘het a ‘% hema 


yi asicee’ ode oe w rd {east ohh oad | 


* 


wk 2 x4 eTE0D uk vali) tha , 
, 3 4 » 1) ‘ 
vfiegate®) Haganilis s Fo coo keke 


Schis ttib i pat fii susaae on ot oh 2 


(Rozeboom, 1966:187). Phrased another way, to what extent are 
variations in test scores accurate indicators of variations in the 
"real world" variables that one is seeking to measure? 

In an effort to ensure validity of test results, the follow- 
ing steps were taken before analyzing respondents! scores: 1) state~ 
ments 4 ("fhe principal gives the teachers only essential informa- 
tion.") and 22 ("The principal communicates in a formal manner." ) 
were excluded from the analysis because these items seemed to gen- 
erate confusions; several teacher=-respondents placed question marks 
beside their number choices, and many left the items blank; 2) the 
three items pertaining to the use of a public address system were 
considered separately because not all principals were in schools 
equipped with such systems; and 3) a correlation test was run to 
establish whether or not there was a significant relationship be~ 
tween item 20 and each of the other questionnaire items. This 
third step was taken because item 20 was used in the study as an 
indicator of a principal's relative communication effectiveness; in 
effect, it constituted the basis of one of the variables controlled 
for —~ namely, the perceived communication effectiveness of princi- 
pals. But, unlike the other seven variables (age category, sex, 
marital status, academic preparation, years teaching/administrative 
experience, years at present school, and school size), this variable 
was more subjective and less concrete in nature; thus, it was nec- 
essary to know whether or not respondents had a similar interpre- 
tation of item 20. Such knowledge was especially vital in light of 
the fact that item 20 alone was used in testing three of the 


hypotheses. Since effective communication (item 20) is compris« 
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of a number of components, among which are the communication activ— 
ities listed in the other opinionnaire items, a significant corre- 
lation of item 20 with a substantial number of those communication 
activities (i.e. with the other opinionnaire items) would constitute 
one indication that teachers do indeed have a similar interpreta-~ 
tion of item 20. A correlation is said to be significant if, after 
converting the value of r to z and then computing the standard er~ 
ror of z; 2 exceeds three times its standard error (Waugh, 1952: 
474). With only two exceptions — namely, item 1 ("You receive writ- 
ten communication from the principal't) and item 5 ("The principal 
receives written communication from you") - all items correlated 


significantly with item 20 (Table I). 


Data Collection 


1. The population. As can be seen in Table II, many ele- 
mentary school principals were concentrated in k-7 and l+7 schools; 
as a result, the population initially was defined as being all the 
principals in British Columbia's elementary schools with grade com= 
binations of k-7 or 1-7. It was subsequently discovered, however, 
that 65 of British Columbia's 123 female elementary school princi-~ 
pals (52.8 per cent) were really only head teachers in schools with 
three or fewer teachers; 28 of those 65 principals were located 
in k-7 and 1-7 schools. Since this study would not be particularly 
applicable to such small schools, the population parameters were 
re-defined to include all of British Columbia's elementary school 


principals in schools with four or more full-time teachers and with 
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TABLE I 
Significant Correlation of Opinionnaire Items 
with Item 20 

S. E. 3x 5. E. Sig. 

Item r Z of Z of 2 Correl. 
Ls 0.0976 0.09 0498 «1494 no 
2 0.3153 0.32 0498 o 1494 yes 
36 0.3445 0.35 20498 01494 yes 
oe 0.0442 0.04 0498 1494 no 
c. 0.4245 0.45 0498 ©1494 yes 
Te 0.5335 0.59 ©0498 01494 yes 
8. 0.5974 0.68 20498 elA9A yes 
9. 0.4388 0.47 ©0498 L494 yes 
10. 0.5612 0.63 «0498 1494 yes 
rt Be 0.5593 0.63 ©0498 01494 yes 
12. 0.5807 0.66 20498 01494 yes 
sine 0.6595 0.79 0498 L494 yes 
14. 0.6159 0.71 0498 01494 yes 
Be 0.6667 0.80 ~0498 el 494 yes 
16. 0.6813 0.83 0498 01494 yes 
ky Os 167 0.90 0498 01494 yes 
18. 0.5569 0.62 20498 01494 yes 
19. 0.6736 Ogol 0498 el 494 yes 
di Bes 0.6655 0.80 0498 01494 yes 
236 0.6116 0.71 2 0498 01494 yes 
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TABLE If 


1975-1976 Distribution of British Columbia's Elementary 
School Principals in Schools with Grade Combinations 
from k through, but not Exceeding, 7 
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any grade combination of k through, but not exceeding, 7. Given 
those parameters, the population consisted of 930 male and 58 fe- 


male principals. 


2. The sample. Two requirements had to be met before a 
principal was included in the sample: a) the principal had to com 
plete one questionnaire, a gelf-evaluation of his own communication 
skills, and b) 45 per cent or more of that principal's teachers had 
to respond to the parallel questionnaire, an opinionnaire concern- 
ing their principal's communication skills. Although a 45 per cent 
usable return was arbitrarily defined as being representative of 
teacher opinion, in no case were fewer than three teacher responses 
accepted as being representative. Hence, if two nee of four teach— 
ers from 2 given school responded, that school's princueal would 
not be included in the sample, despite the fact that such a return 
represented 50 per cent of the teachers! opinions. 

Initially, 87 male elementary school principals were random- 
ly selected from the population of male elementary school principals 
in schools with grade combinations of k-7 or 1-7, as listed in the 
1974-1975 British Columbia schools list. Of the 87 male principals, 
42 (48.2 per cent) responded. Four (9.5 per cent) of the returns 
were excluded from the sample because these returns came from prin- 
cipals of schools with fewer than four full-time teachers. Of the 
38 principals in schools with four or more full-time teachers, 29 
(76.3 per cent) met the second criterion concerning usable teacher 
returns. The newly issued 1975-1976 British Columbia schools list 


revealed that several of those principals' schools had been changed 


D7 


a woes teu of of bai te 
Lito ~ bed ae wut « 


mot T OO noo orotate kei. AS ” att 140 c 
fads teh Eh © Saath ne “ 
to ov Khecnemarnge = sated ne ya 
noouiog ae t aa int. ooral: suet | ‘ 
ntodot “uot ta Seb tiv F2 ach gael | 1 ya 
biaww Bs 10 ont a! fooson ahad! Pal too Loin ! ovis , 


inydes A dod teat hod aut taxa xolayea! aat nha eb 
4 yee bate ’ 


hiTO ite bigs neha bch ‘te ie 


edt a) Gareak! ote 84a 


yalec tonkng aki ae att oe 


—cktg mor? omes nate seed ows we e 
one YO cevedgent wnt shart “aoe 18 
| es etndaset mkt Ls nein ne | 

norton ss: austirosione sot 


us 
ay 


from k-7 or 1~7 combinations to different grade combinations of 
k through 6. In light of the necessary modifications then being 
made to obtain a larger sample of female elementary school princi- 
pals = modifications which are explained below — this change in 
grade combinations was regarded favorably, and the 29 male elemen~ 
tary school principals were deemed sufficient for the sample of 
male elementary school principals. 

Initially, questionnaires were sent to the total population 
of female principals in k-7 and 1-7 schools. According to the 1974- 
1975 British Columbia's schools list, 56 female principals ts omtiat 


tuted that population. Twenty-seven (48.2 per cent) responded. 


Bighteen (66.6 per cent) of the returns were excluded from the sample 


because these returns came from principals of schools with fewer 
than four full-time teachers. Furthermore, three of the remaining 
nine female principals declined further participations; hence, a 
total of 21 of the 27 returns were, from the outset, unusable. 

To obtain a reasonable number of female elementary school 
principals, then, the population parameters were broadened to in- 
clude all female elementary school principals in schools with four 
or more full-time teachers and with any grade combination from k 
through, but not exceeding, 7. Having obtained a copy of the newly 
issued 1975-1976 British Columbia schools list, and having compiled 
a list of schools with fewer than four full-time teachers from in- 
formation provided by the provincial Department of Education, 58 
members of the above-defined population of female school principals 
were identified, a population which included the 6 female principals 


who already had agreed to participate. Twenty-six of the 58 (44.8 
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per cent) responded, but 5 (19.2 per cent) declined further parti- 
cipation. Of the 21 remaining respondents, 15 (71.4 per cent of 
the potential population) met the second requirement concerning 
usable teacher returns. Hence, only 15 of the 21 responding female 


principals could be included in this study. 


3. Methods for data collection. On September 16, 1975, a 
packet of material was sent to each principal who was invited to 
participate in this study. The packet contained a letter which 
briefly explained the project, a copy of the teachers’ questionnaire, 
and a copy of the principals! questionnaire. Principals who were 
Willing to take part in this study completed the principals’ ques= 
tionnaire and returned it to the researcher in the enclosed postage 
paid envelope. Each principal also indicated how many teacher ques- 
tionnaires were needed and designated an individual in the school 
to whom those questionnaires should be sent. Sets of teacher ques= 
tionnaires were then mailed ~ with personal letters of explanation 
and appreciation — to the specified individuals. Appendix B con- 


tains copies of the above-mentioned correspondence. 


4. Follow-up procedures. Follow-up letters were sent when 


either of the following circumstances arose: a) a female principal 
did not respond to the initial invitation to participate in this 
study; and b) fewer than 50 per cent of the teachers in a school had 
responded by two and a half to three weeks after the set of teacher 
questionnaires had been posted. In the latter case, several more 
teacher questionnaires were enclosed with the letter. This follow- 


up served as a reminder for teachers who had not yet found an oppor- 
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tunity to respond or who had misplaced the original questionnaire. 
In the case of several schools with female principals, a second 
letter was sent an additional two weeks later if fewer than 50 per 
cent of the teachers still had not responded. Such action was nec= 
essary to obtain a substantial number of female principals for this 


study. 


5e Problems encountered in data collection. It should be 
noted from the outset that the methodology used in this study was 
influenced 6 some extent by two factors: a) Canada's nation-wide 
month and a half long postal strike and b) the low number of female 
elementary school principals in British Columbia. Before the postal 
strike began, 143 principals had been invited to participate in this 
study, and 63 (44 per cent) of them had responded. In addition, 
enough teachers had also responded from 31 of those 63 schools as to 
make those returns usable. Then the strike intervened, followed im- 
mediately by Christmas holidays, so that data Ponerinae was effec~ 
tively suspended for three months. But in January, 34 more princi-~ 
pals were contacted and 17 of them agreed to participate. Teacher 
responses, however, were markedly diminished, so the final number of 
usable schools from this group of 34 was 9, or 26.5 per cent of the 
schools contacted after Christmas. 

A second major difficulty related to the population of fe- 
male elementary school principals in British Columbia. Excluding 
consideration of special schools (schools for the mentally retarded, 
etc.), there were only 123 female principals in schools with any 


grade combination from k through, but not exceeding, 7. This small 
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number stands in contrast to 1062 male principals in such schools 
(List of Schools . « «, 1975-1976). However, 65 of those 123 fe- 
male principals (52.8 per cent) were in schools too small for in- 
clusion in this study ~ that is, in schools with three or fewer 


teachers. 


Treatment of the Data 


The participants' responses were coded and recorded on data 
sheets; these coded sheets were then submitted to a keypunch oper= 
ator at the University of Alberta for transfer onto IBM data cards. 
Most of the subsequent data processing was carried out on the Uni- 
versity's computer. 

By eliminating items 4 and 22 from the study (see the pre— 
vious discussion on validity in this chapter), the incomplete re~ 


turns with respect to these two items presented no problems. 


le. Cross-tabulation. The purpose of having a cross-tabu- 
lation was to see how many respondents fell into the categories for 
each of the following variables: age, sex, marital status, educa- 
tional preparation, years teaching experience (for teachers), years 


e 


administrative experience (for principals), years in the present 


school, and school size. From the cross-tabulation information, the 


researcher determined which categories would need to be collapsed 
into larger units for testing purposes. Such collapsing was needed 
for educational preparation of both principals and teachers /cate- 
gories three and four were combined (see Tables III and IV)/, for 


marital status of principals and teachers [categories one and three 
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TABLE III 


Numbers of Respondents in Subgroups — Principals 


Variable 


Age 
Category 


Years 
Admin. 
Experience 


Years 
at this 
School 


Educational 
Preparation 


School Size 


by Full-Time 


Teachers 


Marital 
Status 


Variable Units 


20-30 
31~40 
41-50 
above 50 


1-4 years 
5-10 years 


above 10 years 


l=2 years 
3-5 years 
6-8 years 


above 8 years 


le% years 
BEd or equivalent 
MEd or equivalent 


additional beyond 
MEG 


4~8 teachers 
9-14 teachers 


above 14 teachers 


single 
married 


widowed/divorced 


Male 
Principals 
N=29 


0 
15 
8 
6 


Female 
Principals 
N=15 


3 


5 
4 
3 
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TABLE IV 


Numbers of Respondents in Subgroups — Teachers 


Variable 


Age 
Category 


Years 
Teaching 
Experience 


Years 
at this 
School 


Educational 
Preparation 


School Size 
by Full-Time 
Teachers 


Marital 
Status 


Variable Units 


1) 
2) 
3) 
4) 


20-30 
31-40 
41—50 
above 50 


Kale 


Female 


l-4 years 
5-9 years 
10-15 years 


above 15 years 


l-2 years 
3-5 years 
6-8 years 


above 8 years 


l=-3 years 


BEd or equivalent 
MEd or equivalent 
additional beyond MEd 


4~8 teachers 
9-14 teachers 


above 14 teachers 


single 
married 


widowed/divorced 


Teachers — N=362 


176 
a9 
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were combined (see Tables III and LV is and for age categories of 
principals [categories one and two were combined (see Table ET D7 » 
In addition, teachers were grouped into four categories on the basis 
of teaching experience: a) those with one to four years, b) those 
with five to nine years, c) those with ten to fifteen years, and 
a) those with sixteen or more years. Principals were grouped into 
three categories on the basis of administrative experiences: 

a) those with one to four years, b) those with five to ten years, 
ana c) those with eleven or more years. Schools were grouped into 
three categories according to the numbers of full-time teachers on 
staff: a) small schools, those having four to eight teachers; 

b) medium schools, those having nine to fourteen teachers, and 


c) large schools, those having fifteen or more teachers. 


2. Measurement level. The Likert scale is an ordinal 
measurement which assumes equidistance between categories on the 
scale. The opinionnaire used in this study utilizes a Likert scale, 
with the data represented in numerical form (i.e. the numbers l, 

2, 3, 4, and 5). According to Popham, it is considered accept- 


able to apply parametric statistical tests to ordinal data. 


A number of empirical studies have demonstrated that, when 
parametric procedures have been employed with ordinal data, 
they rarely distort a relationship between variables which may 
be present in the data. More often than not, such parametric 
analysis results are nearly identical to those yielded by non- 
parametric procedures. Since the majority of data encountered 
in educational research probably falls somewhere between or= 
dinal and interval strength, the educational researcher is 
usually on safe grounds when he applies parametric tests to 
numerical (ordinal or interval) data. This rule requires, of 
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course, that other assumptions of the particular parametric 
test have been satisfied (Popham, 1973:270). 

3. Ttests. The two-tailed t test of independent samples 
was used to test null hypotheses when only two groups were being 
compared. The + test assumes equality of variance (Ferguson, 1971: 
155), so to ensure there was homogeneity of variance, a one way 
classification of analysis of variance was used. In cases where 
there was a significant difference of variance, the Welch T' was 
computed, despite Ferguson's claim that "reasonably large departures 
from normality will not seriously affect the estimation of probabil- 
ities for a two-tailed t test" (19712157). In all cases, the null 


hypotheses were rejected at the .05 level of significance. 


4. F tests. For multiple comparisons the F test generally 
was used. However, where the comparisons involved unequal groups, 
the Scheffe method was subsequently employed since with that method 
"no special problems arise because of unequal nis" (Ferguson, 19713 
271). The Scheffe method was selected because it is more rigorous 
than other multiple comparison tests with respect to Type I error, 
or to accepting Hy when i, is true. Because there was frequently a 
gross disparity of variance, the rigorous nature of the Scheffe | 
method was not felt to be a disadvantage; hence, Scheffe's sugges— 
tion of using a .10 level of significance instead of a .05 level 


(Ferguson, 1971:271) was not followed. 


52 Chi square. To test the difference between an actual 
sample and another "hypothetical or previously established distri- 


bution," chi square is employed (Popham, 1973:284). Chi square was 
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used in this study to test for significant differences between ex— 
pected and observed numbers of male and female principals in three 


categories of effective communicators (see chapter IV, page 69)« 


6. Criteria for rejection of null hypotheses. The first 


hypothesis and related three sub-hypotheses are concerned with only 
one item of the opinionnaire, item 20 — "The principal communicates 
effectively with the teachers." Any one of the three sub~hypotheses 
may be rejected if significant differences are found on item 20 hbe- 
tween groups which are based on the variable of sex. 

The second hypothesis, its related three sub-statements, 
and the sub-statements’ respective sub-hypotheses are concerned 
with twenty other opinionnaire items; item number 20 will not be 
considered here. A sub-hypothesis may be rejected if sienificant 
differences are found on the corresponding opinionnaire item be~ 


tween groups which are based on the variable of sex. 
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Chapter IV 


Testing the Hypotheses 


I. The Effectiveness Hypotheses: 
There is no significant difference in the communication ef-= 


- fectiveness of male and female elementary school principals 


Hy pothesis EBS? There is no significant difference in the communi- 
cation effectiveness of male and female elementary 
school principals, as perceived and rated by 


teachers. 


1. Background. Opinionnaire item 20 ("The principal con- 
municates effectively with the teachers") provided the mainspring 
for the examination of this hypothesis. Combining all teacher re= 
sponses and controlling for each of the seven main variables (age 
category, sex, marital status, years teaching experience, years at 
this school, school size, and educational preparation), the re- 
searcher tested teacher responses to item 20. F tests were used 
for multiple comparisons (i.e. comparisons of age categories, years 
teaching experience, years at this school, school size, and educa-= 
tional preparation); t tests were used when only two subgroups 
were involved (i.e. comparisons related to sex and marital status). 
As is summarized in Table V, two significant differences were found: 
1) there was a statistically significant difference between the re- 
sponses of teachers in the 20-30 age category and teachers in the 


31-40 age category, with the younger teachers assigning a lower mean 
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TABLE V 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on Item 20 
("The Principal Communicates Effectively with the Teachers"): 
Seven Major Variable Groups 


Variable 


No Y Significant 
Variable Subgroup 362 4 $.D. Difference 
1) 20-30 176 3.91 1.05: 
Age 2) 31-40 99 4.26 0283.) 1=2, 9 ,05 
Ab esyry 3) 41-50 53 ago) 9 1401 
4) above 50 34 awee 0.84 
aay 1) male 104 4.19 0.79 Oye 
2) female 258 4.01 104 
1) single, 
Merital widowed, 
Status divorced 111 3099 OT Le 
2) married 251 4.09 0.93 
1) 14 121 3.98 1.07 
Years 2) 5-9 113 Att 0.90 
Teaching ) 10-1 68 07 0.9 aes 
Experience 5 y a 299 
4) above 15 60 4613 0.80 
1) wle2 182 4.14 0.90 
Years at 2) 3-5 98 3284 EA SMe EZ weg es, 
OLS ST Ree hepoe ts eap So). Amie 0.90 
School Size 1) 4-8 63 4.23 1,07 
by Pull- 
Time 2) Jel 4 113 451) 0.83 Nek 
Teachers 3) above 14 186 3.98 vig hes 
1) seyres) 6134 4.07 0.92 
Educational 2) BEd or 
Preparation equival. 208 4.04 - 1.02 NeBe 
3) MEd and 
beyond 20 Ak 0.88 
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score to the principals; and 2) there was a significant difference 
in mean scores between teachers who had been at their present school 
from 1 to 2 years and teachers who had been at their present school 
from 3 to 5 years, with the teachers of longer tenure assigning a 


lower mean score. 


2. Groupings. Since school size did not influence teacher 
responses significantly, an average score for item 20 was computed 
for the returns from each school and, as is shown in Table VI, 
schools were then grouped according to those scores into three cat 
egories: a) hevten third, or schools with principals who hence-— 
forth shall be referred to as “more effective" communicators, b) the 
mid=-third, or schools with principals who shall be called “moderately 
effective" communicators, and c) the bottom third, or schools with 
principals who shall be called “less effective" communicators. The 
first group contained 15 schools, 8 with female principals and 7 
with male principals; the second group included 14 schools, 2 with 
female principals and 12 with male principals; the third group had 
15 schools, 5 with female principals and 10 with male principals. 
Fifteen principals received mean scores of 4.5 or higher (on a1 to 
5 scale) as judged by their teachers on item 20 ("The principal com— 
municates effectively with the teachers"); the average number of 
teachers in those schools was 9.9. Fourteen principals received 
mean scores ranging from 3.87 to 4.49 in schools having an average 
of 15.9 teachers. The lowest range of scores, 2.63 to 3.86, was 
assigned to 15 principals in schools having an average of 13.5 


teachers. Results of a chi-square test indicated no significant 
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TABLE VI 


Three Groupings of Principals on the Basis of Teacher Assigned 
Scores on Item 20 ("The Principal Communicates 
Effectively with the Teachers") 


Range of Number of Number of 
Group Mean Scores Male Princ. Female Prince 
“Hore 
Effective" 4.5 and 
Communicators above iL, 8 
Moderately 
Effective" Beas yf hears, 
Communicators 4.49 12 2 
"Less 
Effective" 3.86 and 
Communicators lower 10 5 


Totals 29 15 
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aifferences between expected and observed numbers of male and female 


principals in each of the three groups. 


3. T tests. Two-tailed t tests were used to compare re= 
sponses to item 20 by the following groups: a) all teachers having 
male principals with all teachers having female principals; b) teach- 
ers having male principals rated as “more effective" communicators 
with teachers having female principals rated as "more effective" 
communicators; c) teachers having male principals rated as "moder-~ 
ately effective" communicators with teachers having female princi-~ 
pals rated as “moderately effective" communicators; and ad) teachers 
having male principals rated as "less effective" communicators with 
teachers having female principals rated as "less effective" communi- 
catorse As is shown in Table VII, no significant differences were 


found between any of the above paired groups. 


4. Conclusion. There was a significant difference found 
between the mean ratings given to principals by teachers in the 20— 
30 age category and by teachers in the 31-40 age category on opin- 
ionnaire item 20. There was also a significant difference found 
between the mean ratings given to principals by teachers who had 
been at their present school from 1 to 2 years and by teachers who 
had been at their present school from 3 to 5 years. But those dif- 
ferences did not manifest themselves again in any of the tests where 
teachers were grouped according to the sex of their principal. 


Hence, null hypothesis EH,, was accepted. 
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TABLE VII 


f(s 


Comparisons of Teacher Assigned Scores on Item 20 
("The Principal Communicates Effectively with the Teachers"): 


Groups Based on the Sex of the Principal 


Groups 
Compared 


All Teachers with 

Male Principals 
VB. 

All Teachers with 

Female Principals 


Teachers w/Male Pranes 
"More Effec.™ 
Communicators 

VB6 
Teachers w/Female 
Princ. "More Effec.™ 
Communicators 


Teachers w/lale Prince 
"Moderately Effec." 
Communicators 

VSe 
Teachers w/Female 
Princ. "Moderately 
Effec.'' Communicators 


Teachers w/Wale Prince 
"Less Effective" 
Communicators 

VSe 
Teachers w/Female 
Princ. "Less Effec." 
Communicators 


115 


AT 


51 


110 


aL 


90 


Sih; 


mad 


4.00 


4.19 


4.72 


4.72 


4.20 


4.24 


339 


3635 


SoD. 


0695 


1.00 


0.45 


0.45 


0.64 


0.75 


1.09 


el] 


Signif. 
Diff. 


Nee 


NeBe 


NeSe 


Nee 


ervey 
css ae 


t 


Hypothesis EH), ? There is no significant difference in the communi- 
cation effectiveness of male and female elementary 


school principals, as revealed by the self-ascribed 


ratings of principals. 


In seven different tests, principals were grouped together 
on the basis of the seven main variables. As is shown in Table VIII, 
no significant differences were found between groups for principals’ 
self-ascribed ratings on item 20. And, as is shown in Table IX, no 
SNe i ricait. differences were found between the responses of male and 
female principals in the following groups: a) mean scores of male 
principals and female principals rated as “more effective” communica~ 
tors; b) mean scores of male and female principals rated as "moder~ 
ately effective" communicators; and c) mean scores of male and fe- 
male principals rated as “less effective" communicators. Consequent= 


ly, null hypothesis EHop was accepted. 


Hypothesis BEoa? There is no significant difference between the 


teacher-assigned ratings and the principals' self- 


ascribed ratings regarding principal communication 


effectiveness. 


l. Totals. A +t test of means, modified by the Welch T!* 
adjustment, revealed no significant difference between the mean 
scores of all teachers and the mean scores of all principals on item 


20 (Table X, 1). 


2. Groupings. Two-tailed t tests were run on item 20 to 
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TABLE VIII 


Comparison of Principals' Self~Ascribed Scores on Item 20 
("The Principal Communicates Effectively with the Teachers"): 


Variable 


Age 
Category 


Sex 


Marital 
Status 


Educational 
Preparation 


Years 
Admin. 
Experience 


School Size 
by Full-Time 
Teachers 


Years at 
This School 


seven Major Variable Groups 


Variable SS Sig. 
Subgroup N x S.D.e DItt. 
1) 20~40 28 4013 0.46 
2) 41-50 12 AOLT 0.58 ees 
3) above 50 9 4.22 0.67 
1) male 29 Ae 0 0.56 ee 
2) female 15 Ae27T 0.46 
1) single, 

divorced, 

widowed 5 4.00 Ory ia! as 
2) marrisd 39 4.18 0.51 
st L—3 years 4 4.25 0.50 
2) BEd or equiv. 32 4.09 0.53 Neds 
3) MEa and 

beyond 8 4.38 0.52 
1) 1-4 13 4.08 0.28 
2) 5-10 15. 4.13 0.52 Nese 
3) above 10 16 4.25 0.68 
1) 4~8 x Ee 4.23 0.44 
2) Jm14 15 4.13 0.64 Nese 
3) above 14 16 Asis 0.50 
1) 1-2 i7 4.00 0.35 
2) 35 16 fe) 0.48 neee 
2916.8 6 A633 0.52 
4) above 8 4.00 1.00 
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TABLE IX 


Comparison of Principals! Self-Ascribed Scores on Item 20 
("The Principal Communicates Effectively with the Teacher"): 
Communicator Effectiveness Groups 


Groups 


Male Princ. “More Effect." 
Communicators 

VS. 
Female Princ. “More Effect." 
Communicators 


Male Princ. “Moderately 

Effect." Communicators 
VSe 

Female Princ. “Moderately 

Effect." Communicators 


Male Princ. “Less Effect.™ 
Communicators 

VSe 
Female Princ. “Less 
Effect." Communicators 


12 


10 


>! 


4.29 


4.13 


4.50 


4.10 


4.40 


5 oDe 


0.45 


0.33 


0.71 


0.50 


0.30 


0.49 


Sig. 
DITts 


Nee 


NeSo 


NeBe 
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TABLE X 


Nine Comparisons of Mean Scores on Item 20 


("The Principal Communicates Effectively with the Teachers") 


Compared Groups 


1) 


2) 


3) 


4) 


5) 


6) 


7) 


8) 


9) 


All Teachers 
VB~6 
All Principals 


All Teachers w/Male Princ. 
VSe 
All Male Principals 


All Teachers w/Female Princ. 
VSe 
All Female Principals 


Teachers w/Male Princ. — "More 
Effect." Communicators 

VB6 
Male Prine. = "More Effect." 
Communicators 


Teachers w/Female Prince = "More 
Effect." Communicators 

VSe 
Female Princ. — "More Effect." 
Communicators 


Teachers w/Male Prince — "Moder— 
ately Effect." Communicators 

VSe 
Male Princ. — "Moderately 
Effect." Communicators 


Teachers w/Female Prince = "Mod— 

erately Effect." Communicators 
VSe 

Female Princ. — “Moderately 

Effect." Communicators 


Teachers w/Male Prince ~— “Less 
Effect." Communicators 

VSe 
Male Princ. ~— "Less Effect.™ 
Communicators 


Teachers w/Female Princ. -— "Less 
Effect." Communicators 

VSe 
Female Princ. — "Less Effect." 
Communicators 


10 


37 


Sig. 
Dirt. 


NeSc 


NeSe 


NeSo 


p <-05 


p<. eQ01 


NeSe 


p< e001 


p<eOl 
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compare mean scores of the following paired groups: a) all teachers 
with male principals against all male principals; b) all teachers 
with female principals against all female principals; c) teachers 
with male principals rated as "more effective" communicators against 
those principals themselves; ad) teachers with female principals 

rated as "more effective" communicators against those same female 
principals; e) teachers with male principals rated as "moderately 
effective" principals against those male principals; f) teachers 

with female principals rated as "moderately effective™ communicators 
against those same female principals; g) teachers with male princi- 
pals rated as “less effective" communicators against those male prin- 
cipals; and h) teachers with female principals rated as “less effec- 
tive”™ communicators against those female principals.. There was a 
significant difference between the mean scores which teachers assign=- 
ed to male principals in the "less effective" communicator category 
and the self-ascribed mean scores of those male principals, with the 
teachers rating the male principals significantly lower than the 

male principals rated themselves (See Table X, 8). Similarly, there 
was 2a significant difference between the mean ratings which teachers 
assigned to female principals in the "less effective” communicator 
category and the self-ascribed mecnmeeores of those female principals, 
with the teachers" mean score being significantly lower than the 
self-ascribed mean score of the female principals (Table X, 9). On 
the other hand, there was a significant difference between the mean 
scores which teachers assigned to male principals in the “more ef~ 
fective" communicator category and the self-ascribed mean scores of 


those male principals, with the teachers assigning a significantly 
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higher score than the male principals did (Table X, 4). Also, there 
was a significant difference between the mean ratings teachers gave 
to female principals in the "more effective" communicator category 
and the self~ascribed mean scores of those female principals, with 
the teachers rating the female principals significantly higher than 


the female principals rated themselves (Table X, 5). 


3. Difference of meanse For each school in the sample, a 


"disparity score" was computed on item 20 by subtracting the teachers! 
mean score from their principal's self-ascribed rating. The object 
of this test was twofold: a) to establish how well the principals! 
perceptions on item 20 compared with the perceptions (mean rating) 
of their own teachers; and b) to determine whether or not male and 
female principals had a similar degree of perceptual agreement or 
disagreement on item 20 with their Penpeeti ee teacherse Principals 
were grouped on the basis of sex and two-tailed % tests were run to 
compare mean “disparity scores" of male and female principals. Four 
such tests were run: a) a test on the mean "disparity scores" of 
male and female principals rated as "more effective” communicators; 
b) a test on the scores of male and female principals rated as "mod- 
erately effective" communicators; c) a test on the scores of male 
and female principals rated as "less effective" communicators; and 

| a) a test on the mean "disparity scores" of all male and all female 
principals. No Significant differences were found between any of 


the four groups. 


4. Conclusions. Results of the difference of means tests 


indicate substantial agreement in the perceptions or misperceptions 
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of male and female principals ~ as compared to their respective 
teachers! perceptions ~ on item 20. 

Results of two-tailed t+ tests showed: a) no significant 
difference between the mean ratings which all teachers gave their 
male principals and the self~ascribed mean ratings of all male prin- 
cipals, and b) no significant difference between the mean scores 
which all teachers assigned to their female principals and the mean 
self-ascribed ratings of all female principals. However, these 
over-all comparisons obscured two factors concerning scores on item 
20: a) there were significant differences between the mean self- 
ascribed ratings of principals (both male and female) in the “more 
effective™ communicator category and the mean scores assigned by 
their teachers, and b) there were significant differences between 
the mean self-ascribed ratings of principals (both male and female) 
in the "less effective" communicator category and the mean scores 
given by their teachers. Unfortunately, there was a relatively 
small number of principals in the "more™ and "less" effective com— 
municator categories, so any generalizations made on the basis of 
these groupings must be made with caution. However, test results 
for this sample indicated significant differences in the above-men- 
tioned groupings, and those differences pointed toward a Pe eetion 
of hypothesis BH), ("There is no significant difference between the 
teacher—assigned ratings and the principals! self-ascribed ratings 
regarding principal communication effectiveness"). Table X (page 


76) summarizes these findings. 
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IIe The Activity Hypotheses: 


There is no significant difference in the communication 


activities of male and female elementary school principals. 


The following opinionnaire items are considered in the sub- 


sequent analysis. The items below are given in the form they appear 


on the questionnaire to teachers. The parallel items on the ques- 


tionnaire to principals are shown in Appendix A. 


Written Communication 


1. 
Ze 


36 


4. 
5e 


You receive written communication from the principal. 
Written communication from the principal is clearly stated. 
The principal selects the type of written communication 
(memo, letter, etc.) which is most appropriate for each sit- 
uation. 

(Omitted as explained in chapter III, page 53) 


The principal receives written communication from you. 


Oral Communication: One-To-One Basis 


6. 
Te 


10. 


-The principal seeks your personal opinion on school matters. 


The principal seems genuinely interested in knowing your 
views on major school issues. 

The principal attempts to understand the rationale behind 
your opinions on major school issues. 

You seek out the principal for discussion of school matters. 
The principal gives complete attention to you while you are 


speaking with him. 
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16. 


17. 


18. 
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The principal seems relaxed when talking with you. 

You feel relaxed when talking with the principal. 
Communication: Staff Meetings 

Teachers and principal effectively exchange information at 
staff meetings. 

The principal expresses his ideas concisely at staff meet- 
ings. 

The principal means exactly what he says. 

The principal encourages meaningful teacher-contribution to 
staff meeting discussions. 

The principal satisfactorily explains his reasons for mak- 
ing important decisions that directly affect teachers. 

The principal encourages less aggressive teachers to ex= 


press their opinions on major issues. 


General Style of Communication 


19. 


20. 


Zils 


226 


236 


In communicating verbally, the principal adapts the degree 
of formality or informality to suit each situation. 

(not considered in this section) 

The principal encourages teachers to express opinions which 
differ from his own. 

(Omitted as explained in chapter III, page 53) 

The principal makes important announcements at the most ap= 


propriate times. 


The tables that follow identify the item. by number only. In the 


text, an 


abbreviated form of the item description is given in paren- 


thesis whenever this appears to be useful in clarifying a reference 


made to a specific item. 
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Statement AH.,: There is no significant difference in the communi- 


cation activities of male and female elementary | 


school principals, as perceived and rated by 


teachers. 


1. Controlling for the seven main variables. To control 


for each of the seven variables, teacher responses either were sub- 
jected to a two-tailed t+ test, if only two subgroups were compared 
(i.e. marital status and sex), or to an F test, if more than two 
subgroups dows compared (i.e. years teaching experience, academic 
preparation, age category, years at present school, and school size). 
There were no significant differences found among subgroups in three 
of the variable categories — marital status, years teaching exper~ 
ience, and academic preparation. These findings are listed in 
Tables XI, XII, and XIII. 

(A) Age category. There was a significant difference Bevvesn 
mean ratings of teachers in the 20-30 age category and teachers in 
the 31-40 age category on item 17 (Principal explains reasons for 
decisions), with the younger teachers giving the principals the low- 
er mean rating. Table XIV provides the mean scores for all items 
in this category. 

(B) Years at present school. As is shown in Table XV, teachers 
who had been at the school from 3 to 5 years gave a significantly 
lower mean rating to principals than did either a) teachers who had 
been at the school fewer than 3 years, or b) teachers who had been at 
the school more than 5 years on item 14 (concise expression of ideas ) 


and on item 15 (means what he says). 
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TABLE XI 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals? 
Communication Activities: Marital Status 


Single Single Married Married Signif. 

Item # X S.D. x SeDe Diff. 
l. 2297 1.30 3.14 1.20 NeBe 
oe 4.14 die lT 4.34 0.94 NeBe 
36 4.09 tect 4.14 1.08 NeSe 
5. 2.08 1.01 2e1G Lele NeBe 
66 3239 1.29 3654 Lev3 NeSe 
1 3.75 30 3.80 Leg Nee 
ae 3.76 1.28: 3.81 1.16 NeSe 
9. 3.88 1.10 3616 1.00 NeSe 
10. 4.33 0.92 4.37 0.87 NeSe 
a EA 4.43 0.84 4.40 0.83 NoSe 
12. 4.21 0.92 4633 OsS7 NeSe 
b3< 4.10 0.95 4.18 0.93 NeSe 
14. ewe 1.08 Ae2l 0.95 NeSe 
156 4-09 ides hs 4.16 0.95 Nee 
16. 4.28 1.00 4.26 0.95 NeSe 
17. 4.18 1.05 4.20 0.95 Neo&e 
1a 3626 1.29 pee ay NeBe 
19. 4.15 0.94 4.16 0.86 NeBe 
A 3eT1 1.16 36(9 1.06 NeSe 
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TABLE XII 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals! 
Communication Activities: Years Teaching Experience 


re Sige 

Item # Subgroup N Xx SsD; DYTE: 

Ds 3 1-4 years 121 3.09 1.20 eae 
2) 5-9 years 113 3607 nhaee S| 
3) 10-15 years 68 3.18 1.18 
4) 16 + years 60 3.00 1.25 

ae 1) 1-4 years 12): Ast 3 be dad NeSe 
2) 5-9 years 113 4.51 Onin 
3) 10-15 years 68 4.18 1.06 
4) 16 + years 60 4.23 1.02 

a 1) 1+4 years 121 3298 Tre 23 Nees 
2) 5-9 years 113 4e35 0.89 
3) 10-15 years 68 4.13 1.09 
4) 16 + years 60 4.01 1.26 

56 1) 14 years 12) aN h. 03 Hee 
a 5-9 years ie 2.19 ey 
3) 10-15 years 68 2013 Lets 
4) 16 + years 60 2eh3 0.99 

6.6 1) 1-4 years 121 3.41 1.23 Nese 
2) 5-9 years 113 Cie Leet 
3) 10-15 years 68 3.62 1. bh 
4) 16 + years 60 3.42 i, ED 

ie 1) 14 years 121 3 tA 1.30 NeSe 
2) 5-9 years 13 3.86 Ves 
3) 10-15 years 68 3675 1.24 
4) 16 + years 60 3.82 be k6 

S, 1) 1-4 years 121 3673 1.23 NeSe 
2) 5-9 years 113 3.88 Wey. 
3 10~15 years 68 3.88 4.22 
4 16 + years 60 3.10 Lecl 

9. 1) 1-4 years 121 343 1.10 NeSe 
2) 5-9 years ripig 3.94 AOR 
3) 10-15 years 68 3.84 0.94 
4) 16 + years 60 3.65 0.99 

10. a4 1-4 years 121 4.26 0.88 eee 
2) 5-9 years 113 4.40 0.88 
3) 10-15 years 68 4.47 0.85 
4) 16 + years 60 4.37 0.92 


Be 
‘ m Ly ee 
i ia WwW 
ra, 
ve. at ti 
: A 


‘ 4 
eS 


hi t 
e ee 
«Bed mY 
‘- 
? 
is 
A) ' 
? % ee 
rh : 
| } 
ae 
i 
° te 
» 
» At 
~ 
a 
' 
7 
j a 
« > 
2 
5 T 
” 
5 fad 
+, 
\ 
t 
ni 
aBel 
j 


rao 


i wid, ad 0) ad ate 
PE a ao) © 
0 a i 


oe, ; a Laie . 
‘Shas &. a At oak 


ie 


rote me Be 
oe ieee aati | 


é . \ ‘ s - rc Ff 

i hie / eer ® 
tT 0 At es 
en) Z f : f aD 
St - Sed 


~ 

= 

- 

ust P 
Ep. m= 
¥ 

4am 


tone 
. 
+ 
- 
- 
“ 
fn 
-. 
— : aa - ze > 
= 
a. 


Pp Me 5 i 
_?. ‘ 
ie) a 
ty { 
pa 44 
o£ \ 
ee ew 
Pe 
tet: 
bial 
7 


as 
= 
~~ 
> 

a 8 


Item # 


6 os be 
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13-6 


14. 


Hig # 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


Subgroup 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
A 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
a 5-9 years 
3) 10=15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


1) 1-4 years 
2) 5-9 years 
3) 10-15 years 
4) 16 + years 


TABLE XII 

(Cont "d. ) 

N x 
121 4.36 
Lis 4.44 

68 4.47 
60 4.38 
121 Ae2d 
13 4.27 
68 4.38 
60 4.33 
72) 4.04 
113 Aecl 
68 ase 
60 4.07 
121 3-98 
113 4.19 
68 4.33 
60 4.40 
121 4.04 
1s Ae 
68 4,25 
60 4.23 
121 Av,202 
113 4.32 
68 4.29 
60 4.23 
121 Asie 
Lue 4.20 
68 4.28 
60 4.25 
121 3.19 
£15 86) 3-34 
68 hye) 
60 3.50 
121 4.10 
113 4.25 
68 4.06 
60 Ae2e 
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TABLE XII 
(Cont'd. ) 
on Sig. 
Item # Subgroup N x SD. DEE. 
sags 1) 1-4 years 120 3.62 igi ye NeBe 
2) 5-9 years 123 3278 1.02 
x 10-15 years 68 3.69 1.25 
4, 16 + years 60 3677 0.95 
236 5 1L=4 years 121 3.80 0.99 NeSe 
2) 5-9 years i334 4.00 0.97 
3) 10-15 years 68 4.07 0.82 
4) 16 + years 60 3.92 0.89 


TABLE XIII 


Comparison of Teacher Assigmed Mean Scores on the Principals'® 
Communication Activities: Academic Background 


= Sige 

Item # Subgroup N x SU. Ditt. 

Le 1) 1—3 years 134 e222 1.29 NeSe 
2) BEd 208 3.02 119 
3) MEa + 20 2.85 123 

ears 1) 1-3 years 134 4.33 0.95 NeBe 
2) BEd 208 Ase 1.00 
3) MEd + 20 3.90 152 

3. 1) 1-3 years 134 4.20 14, OF Nees 
2) BEa 208 Aeit 1.13 
3) MEd + 20 3-70 1.34 

5. 1) 1-3 years 134 2.08 1: NeSe 
°) BEa 208 2019 1.09 

3) MEd + 20 2.10 1.02 

66 1) 1-3 years 134 349 Pit Wess 
2) BEA 208 3.49 1.20 
3) MEA + 20 3.60 e320 

fhe 1) 1-3 years 134 3.80 pO RRKG ieSs 
2) BEA 208 3.77 1.29 
3) MEd + 20 3.85 i423 

8. 1) J—3 years 134 3363 118 NeBe 
2) BEa 208 3610) 1.24 
3) MEd + 20 3370 1.26 

9. 1) 1-3 years 134 3.78 0.96 NeSe 
2) BEd 208 3.82 1.06 
3) MEd + 20 33.70 1.26 

10, 1) 1-3 years 134 4.38 0.88 Nee. 
2) BEd 208 4.36 0.83 
3) MEd + 20 4.15 1.39 

ll. 1) 1-3 years 134 4.42 0.83 Tie Se 
2) BEa 208 4.39 0.79 
3) MEd + 20 4.45 130 

12. 1-3 years 134 4.25 0.99 NeBo 
2) BEa 208 ACA: 0.76 
3) Mea + 20 4.45 1523 
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TABLE XIII 


(Conta. ) 
a Sig. 

Item # Subgroup N xX Spe Dire: 

13% 1) 1-3 years 134 4.16 0.89 NeBe 
2) BEa 208 4.15 0.96 
3) MEd + 20 4015. 0.99 

14. 1) 1-3 years 134 4215 1.01 Nede 
2) BEa 208 4.18 0.97 
3) MBa + 20 4250 2500 

nGe 1) 1+3 years 134 4.14 0.94 NoSe 
2) BEA 208 Adi 1.08 
3) HEA + 20 4.40 0.75 

16. 1) 1-3 years 134 4.31 0.89 NeGes 
3 BEd 208 4.21 1.00 
3) MEa@ + 20 4.55 1.00 

17. 1) 1-3 years 134 4.19 0.93. Nes. 
2) BEA 208 4.18 1.01 
3) Mea + 20 4.30 1.03 

18. 1) 1-3 years 134 3.42 1.11 NeBe 
es BEd 208 ROCA 27 
3) Mea + 20 3.20 1615. 

Los 1) 13 years 134 4.15. 0.91 NeSe 
2) BEd 208 414 0.87 
3) Mea + 20 4.30 0.80 

als 1) 1-3 years 134 3.73 1.08 NeSe 
2) BEd 208 3.67 1.08 
3) MEd + 20 3.95 2519 

23, - 1-3 years 134 3.96 0.91 Nese 
2) BEd 208 3.91 0.95 
3) MEd + 20 4.05 0.99 
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TABLE XIV 


Comparison of Teacher Assigmed Mean Scores on the Principals 
Communication Activities: Age Category 


ug Sige 

Item # Subgroup N x Sele Ditt. 

sigs 1) 20-30 176 3292 Bhat lg’ NeBe 
oy 320 99 3.13 A apse & 
3) 41+50 53 2.98 1.28 
4) above 50 34 2.94 eed 

Ce a 20-=30 176 4.19 1.09 NeBe 
2) 31-40 99 4.37 0.98 
3) 41-50 53 4036 0.81 
4) above 50 34 4.29 1.06 

Pat " 20—30 176 4.03 Tei6 Nese 
o) MAO) 99 Aces 1.03 
3) 41-50 ae 4.15, 1.06 
4) above 50 34. Ael3 1.23 

5 a) 2030 176 2020 eis NeSe 
2) 31-40 99 2.09 1.04 
3) 41-50 53 1.92 0.96 
4) above 50 34 2635 1.18 

6. 1) 20-30 176 3.40 Peed NeBs 
2) 31-40 99 3265 Ts20 
3) 41-50 53 Sep 1.07 
4) above 50 34 3.50 0.96 

Té 1) 20~30 176 3672 1230 Nese 
2) 31-40 99 3.89 eee 
3) 41-50 ne 3.80 Yi 
4) above 50 34 3.88 Tele 

oe PY °20=30 176 312 Tor NeSe 
Dy stead) 99 3096 1212 
3) 41-50 53 3074 Pace 
4) above 50 34 3.85 1.05 

9. 1) 20~30 176 3.76 1.08 NeSe 
2) 31-40 99 4.02 0.91 
3) 41-50 53 3.58 Ta3 
4) above 50 34 3074 1.05 

Va by i 2030 176 Lea 0.92 NeSe 
2) 31-40 99 4.52 O77 
‘ 41-50 53 4.26 1.00 
4) above 50 34 4.53 0.70 

rt. 1) 20~30 176 4.32 0.86 Nese 
5) 31-40 99 4.59 0.64 
3) 41-50 53 4.26 1.06 
4) above 50 34 4.59 0.66 
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13. 


14. 


15 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


21. 


23. 


Subgroup 


1) 20-30 
2) 431-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


1) 20-30 
2) 31—-40 
3) 41-50 
4.) above 


1) 20-30 
2) 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


1) 20-30 
2 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


420-30 
2) 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


1) 20-30 
2 31-40 
3) 41~50 
4) above 
1) 20-30 
2)5 31nd 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


5 20—30 
2) 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


1) 20~30 
a 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 
1) 20-30 
2 31-40 
3) 41-50 
4) above 


50 


50 


50 


bo 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


TABLE XIV 


(Cont*d. ) 


SeDe 


0.84 
0.80 
1.19 
0.61 


1.00 
0.84 
0.90 
0.81 


1.13 
0.63 
0.92 
0.88 


1.09 
0.85 
1.01 
0.85 


1.01 
0.85 
0.98 
0.97 


0.99 
0.86 
0.99 
1.10 


1.22 
1.24 
1.01 
1.24 


0.97 
0.75 
0.92 
0.68 


be Je 
1.10 
1.09 
0.85 


1.01 
0.82 
0.87 
0.87 
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TABLE XV 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals’? 
Communication Activities: Years at Present School 


ee Sige 

Item # Subgroup N x Spe Diet. 

be 3 1~2 years 182 3.05. Pe2) NoBe 
2) 3-5 years 98 3.0 P21 
3) 6 + years 82 3623 eo 

24 1) 1-2 years 182 4.30 1.07 NeSe 
2) 3-5 years 98 4.20 0.91 
3) 6 + years 82 4.32 1503 

36 1) 1l#2 years 182 Agel sia de) Hess 
2) 3=5 years 98 3691 4071 
3) 6 + years 82 4.21 1.15 

56 1) 1-2 years 182 2.07 1.08 NeBe 
2) 3=5 years 98 2.15 Lel5 
3) 6 + years 82 2230 1.04 

6. 7), 1~2 years 182 3256 bel6 NeBe 
2) 3-5 years 98 3249 1525 
3) 6 + years 82 3037 1.15 

T; 1) 1-2 years 182 3290 1320 Nee 
2) 3=5 years 98 3377 1.29 
3) 6 + years 82 3259 125 

8. 1) 1-2 years 182 3290 1615 NeBe 
2) 35 years 98 3871 1.28 
3) 6 + years 82 3667 1.19 

9. 1) 1-2 years 182 3.85 OT Wee 
2) 3-5 years 98 3077 1.06 
3) 6 + years 82 seh 0.92 

LO: 1) 1-2 years 182 4.43 OAT Heke 
5 s 3—5 years 98 4.26 1.06 
3) 6 + years 82 4.32 0.99 

le 3 1-2 years 182 4.48 0.65 NeBe 
2) 3~5 years 98 4.33 308 
3) 6 + years 82 4.34 0.93 

12. 1) 1-2 years 182 4.35 0.79 NeBe 
2) 3-5 years 98 Aeon 0.95 
3) 6 + years 82 Aceon 0.99 

13. 1) 1-2 years 182 4.24 0.88 NeSe 
a 3-5 years 98 AO 1.06 
3) 6 + years 82 4.15 0.89. 


palbecdnitmerevtdiigare ara He . 


h 
“ ga 
rm bet 
® : ee, 


‘ 
oe) 
a4 
7 
wv BA 
\ 
s.s 
« - 
te li 
s “a 
4) 
s : 
¥ 
@ A 
* 
+ pan 
ae 


e¥aK 


Item # 


LA. 


15. 


16. 


ale 


18. 


Loe 


Ql. 


236 


Subgroup 


3 1~2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1-2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1le2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1-2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1-2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 12 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1-2 years 
2) 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


1) 1-2 years 
3 3-5 years 
3) 6 + years 


TABLE XV 
(Cont'd. ) 
N x 
182 4.25 
98 3.94 
52 4.32 
182 4.29 
98 3.83 
82 Ason 
182 4.31 
98 4.24 
82 Aeek 
182 4.29 
98 4.00 
82 Ser 
182 3239 
98 3.14 
82 3-30 
182 4.18 
98 4.08 
82 4.21 
182 Beare 
98 3.60 
82 3.70 
182 4.06 
98 3.70 
82 3-95 
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Sig. 
Dita, 


1-2, pC.05 
3—25 D<-05 


1-2, Pp <eOL 


3—25 P<.05 


NeGeo 


Nee 


NeSe 


NeSe 


Nebo 


NeSe 


Sg ‘ ani 

re aa ha Aa egy 1 la ry au 
r : 

A ae 

: in) 


i A 

fa NER, ere ram ae remap = ahaha til to Mette 
4 1 py i Sealy are 

wih ag 


bay ae ra 
he 
oe, Set ae i ‘ 
” TAT wi 
i | “a eon 
rey yh ttm apes) 


ut { ¢ A 
Pi we nme Py 
7." q 8 ai Leth te 
CYew | ea ap 


ae oe 

i rn idol 
hr  ¢t 

t ") Qn 

Pia | ry 

\ ta, whe 


, eee ne 
Pky 0 
yi ae 
a £% r 
Re i >. aw A 
>) Sea 6, 
i e 


i 
‘ . i i sell 
by a CL Oe 
tsa fren 
" a Rh) ries " 
Ni aay i Sh iene > LS 
en lal ower re (tet tr an ip lA RN RE A gv 
. ' af a 
r iO ty AT 
aim! z me ar 
eT An il 
(cn 
{ 
We i , 
q | Ly 
' 
oe: 
; iv 
: i 
ay ; | i 
hot ‘ gal 
iv! "y 
y yy \ 
: ay ‘ 
7 1 iy iy 
i Y i 


aa 


cc} School Size. There was a significant difference between 

mean scores assigned to principals by teachers in small schools and 
those of teachers in medium-sized schools on item 1 (frequency of 
written communication), with the mean score assigned by teachers in 
small schools being significantly lower than that of teachers in 
medium=sized schools. There were also significant differences be= 
tween mean scores of teachers in small schools and those of teachers 
in medium-sized schools on item 13 (effective exchange of information 
at staff meetings) and on item 18 (principal encourages less aggres- 
sive teachers), with the mean scores of teachers in medium-sized 
schools being significantly lower than those of teachers in small 
schools on both items. 

Teachers in small and large schools differed significantly 
on item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers’ opinions), item 7 
(principal seems interested in your views), item 8 (principal at- 
tempts to wnderstand rationale behind your opinions), item 9 (you 
seek out the principal), item 13 (effective exchange of information 
at staff meetings), item 14 (concise expression of ideas), item 16 
(principal encourages teacher—contribution to discussions), item 17 
(principal explains reasons for decisions), and item 18 (principal 
encourages less aggressive teachers). In all cases, the mean scores 
of teachers in small schools were significantly higher than those 
of teachers in large schools. 

Table XVI summarizes significant. differences found in this 


category. 
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TABLE XVI 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals’ 
Communication Activities: School Size 


ag Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x SeDs Difference 
i 1) small 63 2.69 1.38 1-2, p<e0l 
2) medium a3 3.35 Tel? 
3) large 186 3.06 Ot 
2. 1) small 63 4.10 1.19 NeBe 
2) medium Ls 4.33 0.80 
3) large 186 4.30 1.08 
cul 1) small 63 4.00 eon Nee 
2) medium 113 4.34 0.87 
3) large 186 4.04 Wess) 
a 1) small 63 1.93 0.98 NeBe 
2) medium 113 2.23 1.27 
3) large 186 2.16 1.07 
6.6 1) small 63 3.84 apa 13, p05 
2) medium 113 3.63 1g 
3) large 186 3.31 stay, 
Te 1) small 63 4.23 1.09 1-3, p<.0l 
2) medium 173 3.81 16 
3) large 186 3.65 1.30 
Bs 1) small 63 ALi 1.14 1-3, p< 05 
2) medium 1 3.84 Te 
3) large 186 3.66 1.25 
9. 1) small | 63 4.2) 0.86 1-3, p<.001 
2) medium 113 3.88 1.0) 
3) large 186 3.62 106 
LO« 1) small 63 4.46 0.70 NeSe 
2) medium 113 4.35 0.74 
3) large 186 4.34 OL 
ri bs 1) small 63 4.57 0.62 NeBe 
2) medium 113 4.35 0.82 
3) large 186 4.39 0.90 
‘12. 1) small 63 4.39 0.76 Nee 
2) medium sta Be 4-35 0.79 
3) large 186 4.24 0.97 
Be, # 3 small 63 4.57 0.72 1-2, p< 05 
3) large 186 4.02 0.98 
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Item # 


14. 


15. 


16. 


Lle 


18. 


19. 


2l. 


23. 


% 
Subgroup 


3 small 
2) medium 
2) large 


1) small 
2) medium 
3) large 
1) small 
2) medium 
3) large 
1) small 
2) medium 
3) large 
1) small 
2) medium 
3) large 
small 
2) medium 
3) large 
1) small 
2) medium 
3) large 
3 small 
2) medium 
3) large 


63 
186 


186 


186 


186 


186 


186 


186 


ELS 
186 


TABLE XVI 
(Cont'd. ) 


SeDe 


0.72 
0.91 
1.09 


0.81 
0.93 
1.10 


0.71 
0094 
402 


0.79 
0.88 
1.07 


Leil 
1.30 
High 52) 


0.79 
0.89 
0.91 


ie UI 
1.05 
1.10 


0.92 
Q.91 
0.96 
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Significant 
Difference 


1-3, p < 205 


Neo 


13, p< .05 


12, p<meO05 


La3 9» P <e 001 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


* 
small = 4-8 full—time teachers 
medium = 9=@]14 full-time teachers 


large = 15 or more full—time teachers 
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2. Groupings on the basis of the principals' sex. 
(A) Mean scores of all teachers with male principals-versus 
mean scores of all teachers with female principals. The mean score 


assigned by teachers to male principals was significantly higher 
than the mean score assigned by teachers to female principals on 
item 1 (frequency of written communication) and on item 5 (princi- 
pal receives written communication from you). 

The mean scores teachers gave to female principals was sig- 
nificantly higher than the mean scores teachers assigned to male 
principals on item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers' opinions), 
item. 7 (principal seems interested in your views), item 8 (principal 
attempts to understand rationale bebind your opinions), item 13 
(effective exchange of information at staff meetings), item 16 (prin- 
cipal encourages teacher-contribution to discussions), item 17 (prin= 
cipnal explains reasons for decisions), item 18 (principal encourages 
less aggressive teachers), and item 21 (principal encourages differ— 
ing opinions). A summary of results is shown in Table XVII. 


(B) Mean scores of teachers with male principals rated as “more 


effective" communicators versus mean scores of teachers with female 
principals rated as "more effective" communicators. There was a 
Significant difference between mean stents that teachers assigned to 
male principals and mean scores that teachers assigned to female 
principals on item 1 (frequency of written communication), item 2 
(written communication is clearly stated), item 3 (principal selects 
appropriate type of written communication), and on item 5 (principal 
receives written communication from you). Male principals received 


mean scores which were significantly higher than those received by 
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TABLES XVII 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals* Com— 
munication Activities: All Male (N=29) vs. All Female (N=15) Prin- 


Cipals 
Subgroup — x. Significant 
Item # Teachers with: N x S$.D. Difference 
is 1) Male Princ. 247 3/21 1.23 p <.01 
2) Female Princ. 115 2.81 1.18 
2. 1) Male Princ. 247 4.29 0.98 NeSe 
2) Female Princ. ZS 4.24 1.09 
36 1) Male Princ. 247 Ael5 1.05 Noe: 
2) Female Princ. Bia he 4.09 1.24 
56 1) Male Princ. 247 2423 Teli p<0.05 
2) Female Princ. 115 1.96 102 
bie 1) Male Princ. 247 3038 1.18 p2 01 
2) Female Princ. 115. 3-14 oedey 
‘lie 1) Male Princ. 247 3.68 1.26 D205 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.03 T2316 
Ss 1) Male Princ. 247 Bett 1ee2 p< e05 
2) Female Princ. 115 3.99 Veal: 
9. 1) Male Princ. 247 3.74 1.03 NeBe 
2) Female Princ. 115 3.93 103 
10; 1) Male Princ. 2AT 4.35 0.86 Nese 
2) Female Prine. 115 4.37 0.93 
li; 1) Male Princ. 247 4.42 0.79 Nets 
- 2) Female Princ. 115 4.39 0.91 
12, ni Male Princ. 247 4.29 0.86 NeSs 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.30 0.92 
1x; iY Male Princ. 247 4.08 0.91 Pp <e05 
2) Female Princ. UIs 4.31 0.95 
1A; 1) Male Princ. 247 ATA 0.99 NeSe 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.27 0.98 
15. 1) Male Princ. 247 4.07 1.01 NeSe 
, 2) Female Princ. 115 4.30 1.00 
16. 1) Male Princ. 247 4.19 0.94 p< 05 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.44 0.99 
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TABLE XVII 
(Cont'd. ) 
Subgroup = om Significant 
Item # Teachers with: N x SD. Difference 
DBs 1) Male Princ. 2A4T 4.08 1602 p< .001 
2) Female Princ. 115 4e44 0.86 
1s Male Princ. 247 3.18 as20 p<.01 
2) Female Princ. 115 3651 aE ays 
19. A Male Princ. 247 4.12 0.84 NeBe 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.24 0.97 
21. 1) Male Princ. 247 Selim LO p<.001 
2) Female Princ. 115 4.01 1.03 
236 z.) Male Princ. 247 3091 0.87 NeSe 


2) Female Princ. 115. 4.01 1.06 
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female principals. A summary of results is shown in Table XVIII. 


(c Mean scores of teachers with male principals rated as "mod 


erately effective" communicators versus mean scores of teachers with 
female principals rated as "moderately effective" communicators. No 


significant differences were found on any of the items, but, as there 
were only two female principals in this category, these results may 
not be generalizable. 

(D) Mean scores of teachers with male principals rated as "less 
effective" communicators versus mean scores of teachers with female 
principals rated as “less effective" communicators. No significant 


differences were found on any of the items. 


« Conclusions. Variable categories of school size, years 
at present school, and/or age group seemed to be Lehociated with sige- 
nificant differences found between the communication activities of 
male principals and the communication activities of female princi- 
pals on items 1, 6, 7, 8, 13, 16, 17, and 18. But of the seven var- 
iables which were examined, the principals' sex alone seemed to ac- 
count for significant differences found for all principals on items 
5 and 213; it seemed to account for significant differences found on 
items 2 and 3 for principals rated as "more effective" communica-— 
tors. These findings are summarized in Table XIX. The significant 
difference found on item 5 (principal receives written communica= 
tion from you) led to the rejection of sub-hypothesis AH, (4) ("As 
perceived and rated by teachers, there is no significant difference 
between male and female elementary school principals in the frequen- 


cy with which they receive written communication from teachers"); 
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TABLE XVIII 


Comparison of Teacher Assigned Mean Scores on the Principals’ 
"More Effective" Communicators —- Male 


Communication Activities: 


Item # 


10. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


(N=7) vs. Female (N=8) Principals 


Subgroup = 
Teachers withs 


mi Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Frinc. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


a Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 
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SeDe 


1.07 
1.19 


0.70 
1.20 


Significant 
Difference 
p< 001 
P< 005 
p< +05 


p< 001 
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NeSoe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeBe 


NeSe 


NeSe 
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TABLE XVIII 
(Cont'd. ) 
Subgroup — e Dlg. 
Item # Teachers with: N x Siebre Difference 
li. i Male Princ. 47 4.66 0.66 NeSe 
2) Female Princ. ot | 4.86 0.35 
182 1) Male Princ. AT 4.06 1.00 NeBe 
2) Female Princ. 57 4.18 0.80 
19. 1) Male Princ. 47 4.64 0.52 Nets 
2) Female Princ. 51 4.70 0.49 
on. 1) Male Princ. 47 be 34 0.75 NeSe 
2) Female Princ. 57 4.42 Ooty 
on 1) Male Princ. 47 4.49 0.54 NeSe 
2) Female Princ. 57 4.46 0.77 
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TABLE XIX 


ary of Significant Differences Found on Teacher Assigned Mean 


Scores for the Principals! Communication Activities: Variables of 


School Size, Years at This School, Age and Sex of the Teachers' 
Principal 
Teachers’ Teachers’ 
Item sex School Years at Age 
Principal Size This School Category 
le mp >fp xX 
20 *np >fp 
36 *mp >fp 
De mp >fp 
6, mp<fp X 
Te mp<fp x 
8s mp<fp x 
9. Xx 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. mp <fp xX 
14. X x 
15 Xx 
16. mp<fp x 
Lie mp<fp Xx Xx 
sbees mp<fp x 
19. 
eg mp<fp 
236 
* denotes simificant differences found only for principals rated 


as "more effective™ communicators 
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the significant difference found on item 21 (principal encourages 
differing opinions) led to the rejection of sub—hypothesis AH, (19) 
("As perceived and rated by teachers, there is no significant dif- 
ference between male and female elementary school principals in the 
frequency with which they encourage teachers to express opinions 
which differ from their own"). Because of the relatively small nun- 
ber of principals in the "more effective" communicator category, 
generalizations made on the basis of this grouping must be made with 
caution. However, test results on this sample indicate that a) there 
is a significant difference on item 2 (written communication is 
clearly stated), which would point toward a rejection of sub-hypo- 
thesis AH, , (2) ("As perceived and rated by teachers, there is no 
Significant difference between male and female elementary school 
principals in the frequency with which their written communication 
to teachers is clearly stated); and b) there is a significant dif- 
ference on item 3 (principal selects appropriate type of written 
communication), which would point toward a rejection of sub-hypothe— 
sis AH) , (3) ("As perceived and rated by teachers, there is no sig- 
nificant difference between male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals in the frequency with which they select appropriate types of 


written communication"). 


Statement Alp? There is no significant difference in the communi- 
cation activities of male and female elementary 


school principals, as revealed by the self~ascribed 


ratings of principals. 
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1. Control for major, non-sex related variables. To con— 


trol for each of the seven variables, principals' responses were 
subjected to a two-tailed t test if two subgroups were compared (as 
was the case for mairtal status), or they were subjected to an F 
test if more than two subgroups were compared (as for age category, 
academic background, years administrative experience, years at this 
school, and school size). There were no significant differences 
found among subgroups in four of the variable categories: age, 
academic background, marital status, and years administrative ex- 
perience. These findings are listed in Tables XX, XAI, XXII, and 
XXIII. 

(A) Years at this School. As is shown in Table XXIV, an F test 
of means revealed significant differences on item 6 (principal seeks 
individual teachers’ opinions) between two sets of paired groups: 

a) principals who had been at their present school from 3 to 5 years 
compared with principals who had been at their present school from 

6 to 8 years, and b) principals who had been at their school from 

6 to 8 years compared with those who had been at their school 9 
years or more. Principals wno had been at their school from 3 to 5 
years perceived themselves as seeking individual teachers' opinions 
significantly more often than did principals who had been in the 
school from 6 to 8 years; principals who had been at the school from 
6 to 8 years perceived themselves as seeking individual teachers' 
Opinions significantly less often than did principals who had been 
in the school 9 years or more. 

(B) School size. On the basis of school size, F tests revealed 


significant differences between principals of small schools and 
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TABLE XX 


Comparison of Principals' Self-Ascribed Mean Scores Regarding 


26 


36 


je 


Te 


8. 


ll. 


12. 


13. 


Their Own Communication Activities: 


Subgroup 


1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20~40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 26-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) Al—50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 41-50 
3) above 
1) 20-40 
2) 21250 
3) above 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


50 


Age 


Significant 
Difference 


NeBe 


NeSe 


NeBe 


NeSeo 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeBe 


NeBe 
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TABLE XX 


(Cont'd. ) 
co Significant 
Item # Subgroup N xX SEDs Difference 
VAs 1) 20-40 23 ASLT 0.39 NeSe 
2) 41-50 12 4.25 0.62 
3) above 50 9 4.00 oPw fe) 
15. 1) 20-40 23 4.30 0.56 Nis fie 
2) 41-50 12 4.33 0.49 
3) above 50 9 4.44 0.73 
16. 1) 20-40 23 4.61 0.58 Ne Bis 
2) 41-50 12 4.67 0.49 
3) above 50 ) 4.56 0.73 
Ui. 1) 20-40 23 4.52 0.59 eds 
2) 41-50 12 4.42 0.79 
3) above 50 9 4.44 0.73 
18. 1) 20-40 23 4.09 0.67 Nie Ss 
2) 41-50 12 4.08 0.99 
3) above 50 9 4.11 0.60 
19. 1) 20-40 23 4635 0.57 N.S. 
2) 41-50 12 4.33 0.65 
3) above 50 9 4.56 0.53 
21. 1) 20-40 23 4.39 0.66 Nis eis 
2) 41-50 1 Aa 0.94 
3) above 50 9 3.67 Tree 
23. Lt) 20-40 23 4.00 0.60 NeSe 
2) 41-50 12 451g 0.39 
3) above 50 9 3.89 0.60 
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TABLE XXI 


Comparison of Principals' Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding 
Their Own Communication Activities: Academic Background 


fo Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x Sa Difference 

13 1) 1-3 years 4 Let5 1.50 Nets 
2) BEa 32 3209 EST. 
3) MEd + 8 3.25 1.48 

2. 1) 1-3 years 4 3625 1.50 NeSe 
2) BEa 32 4.21 0.79 
3) MEa + 8 4.50 0.53 

36 1) 1-3 years 4 3.50 1.73 NeBs 
2) BEA 32 4.25 1.14 
3) MEd + 8 4.25 0.46 

Be 1) 1-3 years 4 Ve25 0.50 NeBe 
2) BEa 32 2.34 1.15 
3) MBa + 8 2.38 1.19 

6. 1) 1-3 years 4 4.15 0.50 NeSe 
2) BEd 32 4.53 0.84 
3) MEd + 8 4.88 0.35 

Tie 1) 1-3 years 4 4.75 0.50 NeS. 
2) BEa 32 4084 0.45 
3) MEd + 8 4.88 0.35 

8. a 1-3 years 4 4.15 0.50 NeSe 
2) BEd 32 4.56 0.62 
3) MEd + 8 4.75 0.46 

9. 1) 1-3 years 4 4.00 0.82 NeSe 
2) BEA 32 4.41 0.61 
3) MEd + 8 4.63 0.52 

10, 1) 1-3 years 4 4.25 0.50 NeBe 
2) BEd 32 acAT 0.51 
3) MEA + 8 4-38 0.52 

ll. 1) 1-3 years 4 4.50 0.58 Wess 
2) BEa 32 Ac12 0.46 
3) MEd + 8 4.75 0.46 

kee 1) 1-3 years 4 4.25 0.50 Nes 
2) BEd 32 4.41 0.56 
3) MEd + 8 4.50 0.53 

13. 1) 1—3 years 4 4.00 0.82 NeSe 
2) BEa a2 4.41 0.50 
3) MEd + 8 4.50 0.76 


| A Siren nl re Oe 
_ banepalod ete " 


” pens tae! ee oot al 
ios ~ ~ ot he 
& ‘a t *- 
74600 2 AS: A Ne 
ry it oy pty Bey { 
Sante te Flow } ; 
Gian 
ee ee es ue a eee rmerg eetiitte me 
o Bo fl 
mm . 
oe 
' 
it 
1 
rea 
Re dt 
‘¢ 
’ h 
x 
eu 
a W Es 
2 y re i oe ae 
init ® ie - an 
‘ 7 G 
to ie 
, ) 
‘ofel oy ae a 
, r ¢€ é 
= sad : 
wn / f f 
ha 
yt 
ae an é 
- A 
9 
t c} 
nr, 2 
> 7 i 
12 Tt iy od 
~ “Tr 
AD « 


ae to 
ena % 8. 


Item # 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


19. 


ie 


23-6 


Subgroup 


ci a ee 
2) BEa 
3) MEd 


gp ee 
2) BEa 
3) MEa 


Woi=3 
2) BEA 
3) Mea 


iby ban heee 
2) BEA 
3) NEa 


1 el 3 
2) Bra 
3) MEA 


1901-3 
2) BEd 
3) MEa 


Lig ie hte 
2) Bua 
3) MBa 


ne gh ae 
2) BEd 
3) MEd 


years 


+ 
years 
+ 


years 


+ 


years 


+ 


years 


+ 


years 


TABLE XXI 
(Cont'd. ) 

N X 
4 4.25 
32 4.12 
8 4.25 
4 4.00 
32 4.38 
8 4.38 
4 4,00 
32 4.69 
8 4.63 
4 4.25 
32 4.50 
8 4.50 
4 4.25 
32 4.13 
8 3.88 
4 4625 
32 ASAL 
8 4.38 
4 Ae25 
bY 4.09 
8 4.50 
4 4.00 
32 4.06 
8 3.88 


SeDe 


0.50 


0055 
0.46 


0.82 
0.55 
0.52 
0.82 
0.54 
0.52 
0.50 
6.72 
0.53 
0.50 


0.79 
0.64 


0.50 
Oe 61 
0.52 


0.50 


O99 
0.53 


0.82 
0.50 
0.64 


Significant 
Difference 


NeSe 


NeSo 


NeSe 


N:eSe 


NeSe 
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Comparison of Principals' Self—ascribed Mean Scores Regarding 
Their Own Communication Activities: 


SS ae itn Oh a men nearer anh rin ere pen 
i a a aE La TE 


Married (N=39) 
x 


Item # 


ee a 


Vs 
2. 
36 
5. 
6. 
Te 
8. 
9. 

10. 

wig, 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16% 

17. 

18. 

19. 


Sn eee ee en 


Single (N=5) 
X 


2.80 
3-40 
3-40 
2.60 
4.80 
4.60 
4.20 
4.20 
4-40 
4.60 
4.40 
4.60 
4.20 
4.20 
4.20 
4.20 
4.00 
4.40 
4.40 
4.20 


SeDe 


1.30 
1.34 
1.34 
1.52 
0.45 
0.89 
0.84 
0045 
0.55 


0.55. 


0.55 
0655 
0.45 
0.45 
0.84 
0.84 
0.71 
055 
0.55 
0.45 


TABLE XXII 


3.03 
4.28 
4.28 
2.2) 
4.259 
4.87 
4.67 
4.44 
4.44 
4.72 
4.41 
4.36 
4.15 
4.36 
4.67 
4.51 
4.10 
4.38 
4.18 
4.00 


SeDe 


Veal 
0.76 
1.05 
1.10 
0.79 
0.34 
0.53 
0.64 
0.50 
0.46 
055 
0.58 
0.54 
0.58 
0.53 
0.64 
0.75 
0.59 
0.93 
0.56 


Marital Status 


Significant 
Difference 
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Comparison of Principals! Self—ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 


Own Communication Activities: Years Administrative Experience 


Item # 


Le 


26 


36 


10. 


ll. 


Pe Lee 


13. 


14. 


Subgroup 


a) l-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) ll + yrse 
a) l-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) ll + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
y, 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1~4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
co) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrse 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) ll + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
ec) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) ll + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
c) 11 + yrs. 
a) 1-4 yrs. 
b) 5-10 yrs. 
oO) ll +iyre. 


TABLE XXIII 


e e e 
OAUD MMW WHO WHO FON ~s 


e e 
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& HAH wonwmnm HShw LHfhH Ww PNP 
e @ 


5.De 


eae 
1.28 
1.33 


1.00 


0.99 
0.62 


0.95 
1.10 
Leh 


1.03 
1.26 
1.18 


0.48 
0.64 
1.02 


0. 38 
0.62 
0.00 


0.48 
0.74 
0.45 


0.51 
0.52 
0.81 


0.48 
0.52 
0.51 


0692 
0.51 
0.34 


0.52 
0.41 
0.63 


0.63 
0.52 
0.62 
0. 38 
0.41 
0.72 


Significant 
Difference 


NeBe 


NeSe 


NeSeo 


NeBe 


NeSe 


Nee 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeBe 


NeSe 


NeBe 


NeBe 
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TABLE XXIII 
(Cont'd. ) 
- Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x Bebe Difference 
15. es 1-4 yrs. 13 4.08 0.49 NeSe 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 4.33 0.49 
c) 11 + yrs. 16 4.56 0.63 
16. a) 1-4 yrs. 13 4.54 0.52 NeSe 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 4.53 0.64 
c) 11 + yrs. 16 4.75 0.58 
Lie a) 1-4 yrs. 13 4.62 0.51 Nees 
bd) 5-10 yrs. 15 4.40 0.63 
c) ll + yrs. 16 4.44 0.81 
18. a) 1-4 yrs. 13 4.23 0.60 NeBe 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 3.93 0.70 
c) ll + yrs. 16 4.13 0.89 
19. a) 1-4 ¥rse 13 4.23 0.60 Nee 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 4.33 0.49 
c) 11 + yrs. 16 4.56 0.63 
2h. a) 1-4 yrs. 13 4.23 0.60 NeSe 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 4.13 1.06 
c) 11 + yrs. 16 4.19 0.98 
23. a) 1-4 yrs. 13 3.85 0.55 Nee 
b) 5-10 yrs. 15 Aeh3 0.35 
c) ll+ yrs. 16 4.06 0.68 
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TABLE XXIV 


Comparison of Principals’ Self~ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 
Own Communication Activities: Years at Present School 


sa Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x: SDs Difference 
as = 1-2 yrs. 17 2.88 lace NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 2508 1.28 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 3.50 Ve52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 3.40 1252 
26 a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.18 0.39 Nee 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 3.94 1.24 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 Bec 0.41 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.20 0.84 
ae a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.12 0.49 NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.19 1633 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.83 0.41 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 3.60 2.07 
5. a) 1-2 yrs. 17 22568 1.07 nvVe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 1.94 0.93 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 Gehl 1,60 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 2.40 1.52 
oe a 1-2 yrs. ae, 4.59 0.51 bec, p<.05 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.81 0.40 cd, p<.Ol 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 3.83 1.60 
a) 9+ yrs. 5. 5.00 0.00 
Te a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.82 0555 NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.81 0.40 
7 6-8 yrs. 6 4.83 0.41 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 5.00 0.00 
8. a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.65 0.61 eis 
4 3-5 yrs. 16 Accs 0.50 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 Ae50 0.84 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.60 0.55 
9. a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.29 - 0.59 NeSe 
a 3-5 yrs. 16 4.44 0.73 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.67 0.52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.40 0.55 
10. a) 1-2 yrs. LY 4.41 0.51 NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.44 0.51 
a 6-8 yrs. 6 4.50 0.55 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.40 0.55 
1. zs 1-2 yrs. 17 4.59 0.51 Nek. 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.88 0.34 
x 6-8 yrs. 6 4.67 0.52 
ad) 9+ yrs. 5 4.60 0.55 
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TABLE XXIV 
(Cont'a.) 
tk Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x Sap: Difference 
OS a)0l-2iyrs< 17 4.24 0.56 NeSe 
db) 3=5 yrs. 16 4.56 0.51 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.33 Os52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.60 0.55 
13. a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.29 0.59 NB. 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.67 0.52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.40 0.55 
14. a) 1-2 yrs. iy 4.06 0.24 NeBe 
b) 3-5 yrse 16 4.25 0.58 
° 6-8 yrse 6 4.50 0.55 
a 9 a5 yIrse 5. 3.80 0.84 
15. a 1-{2 yrse aT 4.18 0.53 NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.38 0.62 
° 6-8 yrse 6 4.50 0.55 
a) 9+ yrse 5 4.60 ase 
16. a) -2.7rs8. 17 4.53 0.62 NeSe 
b) 3~5 yrse 16 4.69 0.60 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.67 0.52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5, 4.60 0.55 
raha a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.53 Os72 Nes 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 5 63 0.50 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.33 0.52 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.00 1.00 
18. a) 1-2 yrs. 17 4.12 0.60 NeSe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.13 One 
°! 6-8 yrse 6 4.00 0.89 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.00 1.22 
19. a) 1-2 yrs. LF 4.18 0.64 ese 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.50 0.52 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 4.50 0.55 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.60 0.55 
oli a) 1-2 yrs. LT 4.35 Oro! NeSe 
: b) 3=5 yrs. 16 4.19 sda 
c) 6-8 yrs. 6 AS] 0.75 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 3.60 1.14 
On. a) 1-2 yrs. ay | 3.82 0.53 NeBe 
b) 3-5 yrs. 16 4.06 0.44 
$4 6-8 yrs. 6 4.50 0.55 
a) 9+ yrs. 5 4.00 0.71 
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principals of large schools on item 1 (frequency of written con- 
munication), with the former group rating themselves significantly 
lower than the latter group. Also, there was a significant differ- 
ence between principals of medium-sized schools and principals of 
large schools on item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive teach— 
ers ), with the former group rating themselves significantly higher 


than the latter group. Table XXV summarizes findings in this cate- 


Ory. 


2. Comparison of communication activities on the basis of 
the principals' sex. As is shown in Table XXVI, a two-tailed t test, 


modified by the Welch T' adjustment, revealed a significant differ- 
ence between the self-ratings of female principals and the self- 
ratings of male principals on item 6 (principal seeks individual 
teachers! opinions) and on item 18 (principal encourages less ag- 
gressive teachers), with female principals rating themselves higher 
than male principals rated themselves. On the other hand, male 
principals rated themselves significantly higher than female prin- 
cipals rated themselves on item 15 (means what he/she says )e 

(A) "More effective" communicators. Male principals in the 
"more effective” communicator category rated themselves significant-— 
ly higher than female principals in that category rated themselves 
on item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication style). The 
mean scores on items in this category are found in Table XXVII. 

(B "Moderately effective" communicators. On item 13 (effec- 
tive exchange of information at staff meetings), male principals 


in the "moderately effective" communicator category rated themselves 
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TABLE XXV 


Comparison of Principals! Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 
Own Communication Activities: School Size 


wr Significant 
Item # Subgroup N x Seb. Difference 
1% a small 13 2.15 0.98 any P05 

bd) medium 15 Seer Le355 
c) large 16 3.44 121) 

oe =4 small 13 4.00 1.00 NeBe 
b) medium a 4.27 Bagi f 8 
c) large 16 4.25 0.45 

3. a) small 13 4.15 1.07 NeBe 
bd) medium 15 4213 1.55 
c) large 16 4.25 0.58 

5 a) small 13 1.85 0.80 NoBe 
b) medium 15 Peas 1.22 
c) large 16 2.56 1926 

6. a) small 13 4.69 0.48 NeBe 
bd) medium 15 4.53 1e73 
c) large 16 4.63 0.50 

Ts a) small 13 4.85 0.38 ned 
b) medium 15 4.93 0.26 
c) large 16 4.75 0.58 

8. a) small 13 4.69 0.48 NeSe 
b) medium 15 4.73 0.59 
c) large 16 4.44 0.63 

9. % small 13 4.23 0.44 NeSe 
b) medium 15 4.73 0.59 
c) large 16 4.25 0.68 

10. a) small 13 4.31 0.48 NeBe 
b) medium 15 4.53 0.52 
c) large 16 4.44 0.51 

Te a) small 13 4.54 0.52 NS. 
b) medium 15 4.80 0.41 
c) large 16 4.75 0.45 

mero: a) small ae) Aes 0.48 NeBe 
A medium 15 4.67 0.49 
c) large 16 4.25 0.58 

ee a) small 13 4.54 0.52 NeBe 
b) medium 15 4.47 0.64 
c) large 16 4.19 0.54 
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TABLE XXV 


(Cont'd. ) 

e7 Significant 
subgroup N Xx S.D. Difference 
= small 13 4.08 0.49 NeSs 
b) medium £5 4.27 0.70 
c) large 16 4.13 Cea 
a) small 13 4.15 0.55 NeSe 
b) medium 15 4.40 0.63 
c) large 16 4.44 0.51 
a) small 13 4.62 0.51 NeBe 
b) medium 15 4.60 0.63 
c) large 16 4.63 0.62 
a) small 12 4.62 0.51 NeB~ 
b) medium 15 4.47 0.74 
c) large 16 4.38 O72 
i small 13 4.15 0.55 bec, p<.05 
b) medium 15 4.40 0.83 
c) large 16 Sets 0.68 
a) small 13 4.38 0.65 NeSe 
b) medium 15 4.47 0.52 
c) large 16 4.31 0.60 
a) small 13 Ae23 O73 NeBe 
b) medium 15 3.93 ae 
c) large 16 4.38 0.62 
a) small 13 Belt 0.60 NeSe 
b) medium 15 A227 0.59 
c) large 16 4.00 0.37 
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TABLE XXVI 


Comparison of Principals! Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding 
Their Own Communication Activities: Sex 


Male Princ. Female Princ. 


_(N=29) _ (N=15) ; Significant 
Item # x S.D. x Seu. Difference 
a, 3507 1.25 2.87 1. 40. NeSe 
2 4.24 0.83 4.07 0.96 NeBe 
2 4.14 1.16 A. 2a 1.08 NeBe 
5. 2.34 1.74, 2.07 1.16 NeSe 
6. 4.48 0.87 4.87 0.35 p<.05 
Ths 4.76 0.50 5.00 0.00 NeBs 
8. 4.52 0.63 4.80 0.41 ness 
9. 4.38 0.62 4.417 0.64 Nes. 
10. 4.41 0.50 4.47 0.52 NeSe 
103, 4.72 0.45 4.67 0.49 NeBe 
12% (4.34 0.55 4.53 0.52 Nee 
183 4.28 0.53 4.60 0.63 ones. 
14. 4.10 0.56 4.27 0.46 NeSe 
15. 4.48 0.51 4.07 0.59 p<.05 
16. 4.62 0.56 4.60 0.63 NeBe 
ive 4.38 0.73 4.67 0.49 NeSe 
18. 3.90 0.77 4.47 0.52 p<.01 
19, 4.38 0.56 4.40 0.63 Wess 
21%, 4.07 1.00 4.40 0.63 NeSe 


236 4.03 0.50 4.00 0.65 NeBe 
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TABLE XXVII 


Comparison of Principals' Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 
Own Communication Activities: "More Effective" Communicators 


pol es lt A es SN Na A a Se i aS A Se a 


ae 


Male Princ. Female Princ. 
_ (N=7) _ (Nz8) Significant 
Item # x SoD. x Selle Difference 
dag 2.43 1.29 2.13 sy fess 
2° ZG Aa 1.16 3.63 0.99 Ness 
36 4.00 ina 3275 1.09 NeSe 
Se 2.14 1.25 2.50 1.00 NeSe 
6. 4.14 1.36 4.75 0.43 ness 
lis 4.86 0.35 5.00 0.00 Meee 
8. Aad 0.45 4.75 0.43 NeSe 
9. 4.29 0.45 4.50 0.50 N.Gs 
10. 4.14 0.35 4.38 0.48 NeSe 
rhe 4.86 0.35 4.63 0.48 Deis 
12. 4.43 0.49 4.50 0.50 NeBe 
13. 4.57 0.49 4.63 0.48 NeBe 
14. 4.14 0.64 4.25 0.43 NeSe 
iG 4.43 0.49 4.00 0.50 Nese 
16? 4.71 0.45 4.63 0.48 NeSe 
ite Asil 0.45 4.63 0.48 NeBe 
18. 4.29 0.70 4.38 0.48 Deke 
19. 4.71 0.45 Ans 0.60 p<.05 
are 4.43 0.73 4.13 0.60 NeSe 


23. 4.29 0.70 3275 0.66 Yass 
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significantly lower than female principals in that category rated 
themselves. A summary of findings is found in Table XXVIII3 however, 
it must be remembered that the number of female principals in that 
category is too low for their responses to be considered as being 
positively indicative of general trends. 

(c) "Less effective" communicators. As is shown in Table XXIX, 
male principals in the “less effective" communicator category rated 
themselves significantly lower on items 6 (principal seeks individ- 
ual teachers' opinions) and 18 (principal encourages less aggressive 
teachers) than female principals in that category rated themselves 


on the same two items. 


3. Conclusions. The variable of school size was associa- 
ted with significant differences found between the igh: self-ascribed 
ratings of male and female principals on item 1 (frequency of written 
communication) and on item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive 
teachers )3; the variable of years at present school was associated 
with significant differences found on item 6 (principal seeks indiv- 
jdual teachers! opinions). Sex alone seemed to account for the sig- 
nificant difference found for all principals on item 15 (means what 
he/she says); it seemed to account for the significant difference 
found for "more effective" principals on item 19 (appropriateness 
of verbal communication style); it seemed to account for the sig- 
nificant difference found for "moderately effective" principals on 
item 13 (effective exchange of information at staff meetings). 

These findings are summarized in Table XXX. The significant dif- 


ference found for all principals on item 15 (means what he/she says) 
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| TABLE XXVIII 


Comparison of Principals' Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 
Own Communication Activities: "Moderately Effective" Communicators 


Male Princ. Female Princ. 
_(N=12) _ (N=2) Significant 
Item # % SoD X SDs Difference 
5 Bsc 1.09 4.00 1.00 NeSe 
2s 4.25 0.60 — 4.50 0.50 NeS. 
36 4.08 ieoc 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
5% 2042 0.95 1.00 0.00 NeSe 
6. 4.75 0.43 5.00 0.00 Nee 
13 4.67 0.62 5.00 0.00 N.S. 
8. 4.42 0.64 5.00 0.00 NeBe 
95 4.50 0.50 5300 0.00 NeSe 
10. 4.50 0.50 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
A es 4.67 0.47 5.00 0.00 NeBe 
12; 4.42 0.49 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
13. 4.08 0.49 5.00 0.00 p <205 
14. 3.92 0.49 4.50 0.50 NeBe 
15. 4.67 0.47 4.50 0.50 NeSe 
6% 4.42 0.64 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
17. 4.25 0.83 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
18. 3315 0.92 5.00 0.00 NeBe 
19. 4.33 0.47 5.00 0.00 NeSe 
er? 3.92 1.26 5.00 0.00 NeSe 


23%, 3483 0.37 4.50 0.50 Ne8e 
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Comparison of Principals' Self-ascribed Mean Scores Regarding Their 


Own Communication Activities: "Less Effective" Communicators 


dle 


Male Princ. 


_(N=10) 


Xx 


3.30 
4.60 
4.30 
2.40 
4.40 
4.80 
4.50 
4.30 
4.50 
4.70 
4.20 
4.30 
4.30 
4.30 
4.80 
4.30 
3.80 
4.20 
4.00 
4.10 


DeDe 


1.19 
0.49 
0.64 
taco 
0.66 
0.40 
0.67 
0.78 
0.50 
0.46 
0.60 
0.46 
0.46 
0.46 
0.40 
0.64 
0.40 
0.60 
0.63 
0.30 


TABLE XXIX 


Female Princ. 


_ (N=5) 
X 


3.60 
4.60 
4.80 
1.80 
5.00 
5.00 
4.80 
4.20 
4.40 
4.60 
4.40 
4.40 
4.20 
4.00 
4.40 
4.60 
4.40 
4.60 
4.60 
4.20 


5.D. 


1202 
0.49 
0.40 
lay | 
0.00 
0.00 
0.40 
0.75 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.80 
0.40 
0.63 
0.80 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.40 


Significant 


Difference 


NeSe 
nheBo 
Nee 
NeSe 
P< 05 
NeBe 
NeSo 
NneSe 
heSe 
NeBe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NheBe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
P<-05 
NeBe 
NeSe 
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TABLE XXX 


Summary of Significant Differences Found on Principals! Self- 
Ascribed Scores Regarding Their Own Communication Activities: 
Variables of School Size, Years at Present School, and Sex 


School Years at 
Item # Sex Size Present School 


1. x 


6. mp <fp x 


13. +mp <fp 


Loe mp>fp 


18. mp<fp X 
19. *mp> fp 


+ denotes significant differences found only for principals rated 
as “moderately effective" communicators 


* denotes significant differences found only for principals rated 
as “more effective” communicators. 
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led to the rejection of sub—hypothesis AH, (14) ("As revealed by 
the self-ascribed ratings of principals, there is no significant 
difference between male and female elementary school principals in 
the frequency with which they mean exactly what they say"). Be- 
cause there was a relatively small number of principals in the 
"more effective” and "moderately effective" communicator categories, 
conclusions and generalizations made on the basis of these results 
must be made with caution. However, test results on this sample 
indicated: a) in the "more effective" category, there was a signi- 
ficant difference on item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communica- 
tion style), which would point toward a rejection of sub-—hypothesis 
AH, (18) ("As revealed by the self~ascribed ratings of principals, 
there is no significant difference between male and female elemen- 
tary school principals in the frequency with which they use appro- 
priately formal or informal verbal communication"); and b) in the 
“moderately effective" category, there was a significant difference 
on item 13 (effective exchange of information at staff meetings), 
which would point toward a rejection of sub—hypothesis AH), (12) 
(*As revealed by the self—ascribed ratings of principals, there is 
no rai ei cant difference between male and female elementary school 
principals in the frequency with which they effectively exchange 


information with their teachers at staff meetings"). 


Statement AH, There is no significant difference between the 
teacher-assigmed ratings and the principals' self- 
ascribed ratings regarding principal communication 


activities. 


pao itoasted noiecitwnenile oe 


atianes aaudd te abead elt #0, Pree 


\ 


mee Tats) butte oo aneretningoh 4 


oy 


n ieositoq yaa te woitosten B: prawod oe. 


ak ay todkng to egnitar ved rronontien! 
mer ot os 
~genels elaae? bus ery roewrsd: ! 


wrens oes yet gota dete emer oath ak abe O 


' ‘ip 


edt ak (d bus ("0 Hg bramamon inte Sarco i a ? 
esmereth ih Tho Lt dir tm a eal otodh ering tno ow too 
e(egaiteom *tete ta not teenth 9 epnudoxe: ovk ; | 
(Sf) Ra pteoutonigédirn to no ktooben-e prawod' 4 abo, 

ak orodt (slag toning to wpatter beara tie vst i ; 


Ae Pay 


oanadgxe, viernes | saat + sot tte © pee : 


1. Totals. As is shown in Table XXXI, a t test of means, 
modified by the Welch T' adjustment, revealed significant differen- 
ces between the mean scores of teachers and those of principals on 
item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers' opinions), item 7 
(principal seems interested in teachers! views), item 8 (principal 
attempts to understand rationale behind teachers! opinions), item 9 
(principal sought out by teachers), item 11 (principal seems relaxed 
when talking with teachers), item 13 (effective exchange of infor- 
mation at staff meetings), item 16 (principal encourages teacher 
contribution to discussions), item 17 (principal explains reasons 
for decisions), item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive teach= 
ers), item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication style), 
and item 21 (princi pal encourages differing opinions). In all in- 
stances, the teachers rated the principals significantly lower than 


the principals rated themselves. 


2. Groupings. 


(A) All teachers with male principals versus all male princi- 
pals. The Welch T' adjustment on a two-tailed t test revealed sig-— 
nificant differences between the mean scores of teachers with male 
principals and the mean self-ascribed scores of all male principals 
on item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers’ opinions), item 7 
(principal seems interested in teachers' views), item 8 (principal 
attempts to understand rationale behind teachers' opinions), item 9 
(principal sought out by teachers), item 11 (principal seems relaxed 
when talking with teachers), item 15 (means what he/she says), item 


16 (principal encourages teacher contribution to discussions), item 
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Item # 


ie 
2. 
3. 
5. 
6. 
z 
8. 
9. 
10. 
1 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17: 
18, 
19. 
21. 
ney 


Teachers (N=362) 


X 


3-09 
4.28 


/ 4.13 


214 
3-50 


eee 


3.80 
3.80 
4.36 
4.41 
4.29 
4.15 
4.18 
4.14 
4.27 
4.19 
3.30 
4.16 
3.71 
3.94 


S.D. 


es 
1502 
ge 
1.09 
a Regs ts! 
1324 
1.19 
1.03 
0.88 
0.83 
0.88 
0.93 
0.99 
afO1 
0.96 
0.98 
hele, 
0.88 
1.09 
0.94 


TABLE XXXI 


Comparison of Teacher~assiged Ratings and Principals' Self-ascribed 
Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: 


Principals (N=44) 
x DeDe 
3.00 Le2e 
ASS 0.86 
4.18 1.09 
Zee) 1.13 
4.61 0.75 
4.84 0.42 
4.61 0.57 
4.41 0.61 
4.43 0.50 
4.70 0.46 
4.41 0.54 
4.39 0.57 
4.16 0.52 
4.34 0.56 
4.61 0.57 
4.48 0.66 
4.09 0.73 
4.39 0.57 
4.18 0.89 
4.02 0.54 


Significant 
Difference 


Nee 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
p<.001 
NeSe 
p<.001 
NheSe 
p<e05 
NeSe 
NeSe 
p< .001 
p<. 
p<.001 
P< 05 
p<.Ol 
NeSe 


Totals 
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17 (principal explains reasons for decisions), item 18 (principal 
encourages less aggressive teachers), item 19 (appropriateness of 
verbal communication style), and item 21 (principal encourages dif- 
fering opinions). In all cases, the teachers rated the male prin- 
Cipals significantly lower than the male principals rated them— 
selves. A summary of significant differences found in this cate- 
gory is given in Table XXXII. 

(B) All teachers with female principals versus all female prin- 
cipals. Significant differences were found between the mean scores 
of teachers with female principals and the mean self~ascribed scores 
of female principals on item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers! 
opinions), item 7 (principal seems interested in teachers! views), 
item 8 (principal attempts to understand rationale behind teachers! 
views), item 9 (principal sought out by teachers), item 18 (prin- 
cipal encourages less aggressive teachers), and item 21 (principal 
encourages differing opinions). In each of these instances, as is 
shown in Table XXXIII, the teachers rated the female principals sig- 
nificantly lower than the female principals rated themselves. 

(c Teachers with male principals rated as "more effective™ 
communicators versus male principals rated as "more effective" com— 
municators. As is found in Table XXXIV, a significant difference 
was found between teachers and male principals in this category on 
item 10 (principal gives complete attention to teachers). The mean 
rating of teachers was significantly higher than the mean self- 
ascribed rating of the male principals. 


(D Teachers with female principals rated as "more effective" 


communicators versus female principals rated as “more effective" 
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Comparison of Teacher-assigned Ratings and Principals! Self-ascribed 
Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: 
Male Principals vs. Male Principals 


17. 


Teachers (N=247) 
X 


Bacd. 
4.29 
4.15 
2023 
3.38 
3.68 
3-71 
3.74 
4.35 
4.42 
4.29 
4.08 
4.14 
4.07 
4.19 
4.08 
3.18 
4.12 
3-57 
3.91 


5.D. 


1423 
0.98 
1.05 
Lele 
ers) 
eee 
2,22 
1.03 
0.86 
0.79 
0.86 
0.91 
0.99 
1.01 
0.94 
OL 
1.20 
0.84 


V.O8. : 


0.87 


TABLE XXXII 


Male Princ. (N=29) 
if 


3.07 
4.24 
4.14 
2.34 
4.48 
4.76 
4.52 
4,38 
4.41 
4.72 
4.34 
4.28 
4.10 
4.48 
4.62 
4.38 
3290 
4.38 
4.07 
4.03 


5.D. 


1.23 
0.82 
realy. 
1eiz 
0.86 
0.50 
0.62 
U.6. 
0.49 
0.45 
0.54 


(0.52 


0.55 
0.50 
0.55 
Os72 
05-76 
0.55 
0.98 
0.49 


Teachers with 


Significant 
Difference 


NeSe 
NeSe 
N.S. 
NeSe 

p< 001 

p< 001 

p< .001 

p<.001 
NoSe 

p< Ol 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 

p< 001 

p<.001 

P<-05 

pc e001 

pme05 
p< e05 


NeSe 
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TABLE XXXIII 
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Comparison of Teacher-—assigned Ratings and Principals! Self-ascribed 


Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: 
Female Principals vs. Female Principals 


Teachers (N=115) 
x 


2.81 


4.24 


4.09 
1.96 
3-74 
4.03 
3.99 
3-93 
4.37 
4.39 
4.30 
4.31 
4.27 
4.30 
4.44 
4.44 
3-57 
4.24 
4.01 
4.01 


Sel. 
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102 
1.15 
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0.91 
0.92 
0.95 
0.98 
1.00 
0.99 
0.86 
17 
0.97 
a203 
1.06 


Teachers with 


Female Principals (N=15) Significant 
x 


2.87 
4.07 
4.27 
240F 
4.87 
5.00 
4.80 
4.47 
4.47 
4.67 
4.53 
4.60 
Ae] 
4.07 
4.60 
4.67 
4.47 
4.40 
4.40 
4.00 


5eDe 
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0.93 
1.00 
ibpgs les 
0.34 
0.00 
0.40 
0.62 
0.50 
0.47 
0.50 
0.61 
0.44 
0.57 
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©.61 
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TABLE XXXIV 


Comparison of Teacher~assigned Ratings and Principals! Self-ascribed 
Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: Teachers with 
Male Principals vs. Male Principals - "More Effective" Communicators 


Teachers (N=47) Principals (N=7) Significant 
Item # x Sole x SoD. Difference 
1% 3.49 14.07 2.43 1.29 NeSe 
2a 4.74 0.70 3.71 1.16 NeBe 
33 4.64 0.81 4.00 Year NS. 
5 Aes i | a pes 2el4 1.25 NeSe 
6. 3.87 1.00 4.14 16:36 ness 
a 4.51 0.87 4.86 0.35 N.S. 
Be 4.51 0.87 Acie 0.45 NeBe 
9. 4.30 0.85 4.29 0.45 ese 
10. 4.79 0.41 4.14 0.35 p<.0l 
Be Aeit 0.47 4.86 0.35 Nabe 
2. astl 0.47 4.43 0.49 Nese 
Ts 4.64 0.56 4.57 0.49 Rees 
14% 4.57 Q.74 4.14 0.64 nies 
Te 4.72 OPS 4.43 0.49 Nese 
16. 4.72 0.53 4.72 0.45 NeSe 
Tis 4.66 0.66 leg 0.45 ece 
18. 4.06 1.00 4.29 0.70 nsBe 
19. 4.64 0.52 Asi 0.45 NeSe 
23% 4.34 0.75 4.43 0.73 NeSe 


23. 4.49 0.54 4.29 0.70 NeSe 
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communicators. Mean teacher ratings of female principals in this 
category were significantly higher than the mean self—ascribed 
ratings of female principals on item 14 (concise expression of 
ideas), item 15 (means what he/she says), and item 23 (principal 
makes announcements at appropriate times). However, mean teacher 
ratings were significantly lower than the mean self-ascribed ratings 
of female principals on item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers’ 
opinions) and on item 7 (principal seems interested in teachers! 


views). Table XXXV provides a summary of results in this category. 


(E) Teachers with male principals rated as "moderately effec— 
tive" communicators versus male principals rated as "moderately ef- 


fective" communicators. Mean teacher ratings of male principals in 
this category were significantly higher than the mean self-ascribed 
ratings of those male principals on item 14 (concise expression of 
ideas). However, mean teacher ratings were significantly lower than 
the mean self-ascribed ratings of male principals on item 6 (princi- 
pal seeks individual teachers’ opinions), item 7 (principal seems 
interested in teachers' views), item 8 (principal attempts to under- 
stand rationale behind teachers! opinions), item 9 (principal sought 
out gee e sansa) and item 15 (means what he/she says). Table XXXVI 


provides a summary of results in this category. 


(F) Teachers with female principals rated as "moderately effec- 
tive" communicators versus female principals rated as "moderately 


effective" communicators. Because there were only two female prin- 
cipals in this category, there were not enough data to make general— 
izable comparisons. However, as is shown in Table XXXVII, results 


from the data available were as follows: there were significant 
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TABLE XXXV 


Comparison of Teacher—assigned Ratings and Principals! Self-ascribed 

Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: Teachers with 

Female Principals vs. Female Principals - "More Effective" Communi- 
cator Category 


Teachers (N=57) Principals (N=8) Significant 
Item # X SD. Xx S.D. Difference 
ie 2-47 1.19 2e13 VeLT Nebo 
2 4.25 1.20 3.63 0.99 Nee 
3. 4.21 aeed 3175 1.09 NeSe 
5. 1.88 0.96 2.50 1.00 Nese 
6. 4.11 1.09 4.75 0.43 p<.0l 
Le 4.51 0.86 5.00 0.00 p-<.eO0l 
Die 4.49 0.80 4615 0.43 n.ay 
9. 4.23 0.90 AG5O ‘0.50 NeS. 
10. 4.74 0.51 4.38 0.48 Nese 
mM. 4.74 0.44 4.63 OAS N.S. 
1 4.63 OF61 4.50 ~ 0.50 NeSe 
13. 4.68 0.57 4.63 0.48 NeSe 
14. 4.65 0.69 4.25 0.43 p<.05 
15. 4.70 0.49 4.00 0.50 p<.0l 
1G, 4.84 0342 4.63 0.48 NeSe 
17. 4.86 0.35 4.63 0.48 NoSe 
18. 4.18 0.80 4.38 0.48 NeSe 
19. AsO 0.49 4.13 0.60 Nie Bic 
2l. 4.42 0.77 4.13 0.60 NeSe 


23. 4.46 0.77 3.75 0.66 p<.05 
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TABLE XXXVI 


Comparison of Teacher—assigned Ratings and Principals' Self-ascribed 
Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: Teachers with 


Male Principals vs. Male Principals - "Moderately Effective" 
Communicators 
Teachers (N=110) Principals (N=12) Significant 
Item # x SoBe me S.D. Difference 

Be 3.39 ere 3225 1.09 eee 
24 4.38 0.84 4.25 0.60 Nels 
36 4.25 0.88 4.08 132 ees 
5. Pelt 1.05 2.42 0.95 NeBs 
6. 3650 Lee 4675 0.43 p<.001 
Tle 3.76 130 4.67 0.62 p<. 001 
8. 3.82 1307 4.42 0.64 p< 05 
9), 3.71 0.92 4.50 0.50 p<.001 
10. 4.43 O.TT 4.50 0.50 ieGe 
TA, 4.45 0.71 4.67 0.47 NeS. 
Te 4.32 0.80 4.42 0.49 Nees 
13. 4.28 0.69 4.08 0.49 NeSe 
14. 4.38 omy! 3.92 0.49 p<.0l 
15. 4.21 0.80 4.67 0.47 p< .001 
16. Male oR 4 2 0.64 nes. 
17% 4.29 0.77 4525 0.83 Nese 
183 3.15 1.05 3.75 0.92 NeSe 
19. 4.21 0.69 4.33 Osa7 Hess 
ait 3672 0.88 3.92 120 Nese 
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TABLE XXXVII 


Comparison of Teacher~assigmed Ratings and Principals' Self-ascribed 


Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: 


Teachers with 


Female Principals vs. Female Principals -— "Moderately Effective" 


Item # 


1. 
26 
36 
5e 
6. 
Te 
8. 
96 
10. 
ale 


Teachers (N=21) 
Xx 


3.05 
4.62 
3.90 
2.14 
3.76 
4.00 
3.86 
3.95 
4.57 
4.52 
4.52 
4.38 
4.19 
4.48 
4.52 
4.38 
2.90 
4.19 
4.00 


4.10 


S.D. 


0.72 
0.49 
1.23 
Mele 
0.81 
0.93 
0.94 
0.72 
0.58 
0.66 
0.66 
0.79 
0.73 
0.66 
0.96 
0.65 
1.06 
0.66 
0.53 
0.68 


Communicators 


Principals (N=2) 


X 


4.00 
4.50 
500 
1.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
4.50 
4.50 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
5.00 
4.50 


Seve 


00 
0.50 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.50 
0.50 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.50 


Pignificant 
Difference 
NeBe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
Neo 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
p<.05 
NeSe 
P05 


NeSe 
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differences on items 18 (principal encourages less aggressive teach- 
ers ), and 21 (principal encourages differing opinions), with the 
mean ratings of teachers being significantly lower than the mean 
self-ascribed ratings of female principals in this category. 

(G) Teachers with male principals rated as "less effective" 
communicators versus male principals rated as "less effective" com- 
municators. As is summarized in Table XXXVIII, significant differ- 
ences were found between teachers and male principals on item 2 
(written communication is clearly stated), item 3 (principal selects 
appropriate type of written communication), item 6 (principal seeks 
individual teachers' opinions), item 7 (principal seems interested 
in teachers' views), item 8 (principal attempts to understand ra- 
tionale behind teachers opinions), item 9 (principal sought out by 
teachers), item 10 (principal gives complete attention to teachers), 
item ll (principal seems relaxed when talking with teachers), item 
13 (effective exchange of information), item 14 (concise expression 
of ideas), item 15 (means what he/she says), item 16 (principal en- 
courages teacher contribution to discussions), item 17 (principal 
explains reasons for decisions), item 18 (principal encourages less 
ageressive teachers), item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communica-— 
tion), item 21 (principal encourages differing opinions), and item 
23 (principal makes announcements at appropriate times). Without 
exception, the mean self-ascribed scores of male principals were 
significantly higher than the mean scores of teachers. 

(H) Teachers with female principals rated as "less effective" 


communicators versus female principals rated as "less effective" 


communicators. Significant differences were found between teachers 
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TABLE XXXVIII 


Comparison of Teacher~assigned Ratings and Principals' Self-ascribed 
Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: Teachers with 


Male Principals vs. Male Principals -— "Less Effective" Communicators 
Teachers (N=90) Principals (N=10) Significant 

Item # 3 SDs x Sep Difference 

le 2.86 1.34 3.30 1.19 N<Gs 

a 3.94 1.13 4.60 0.49 p<.Ol 

3. 3.76 14.22 4.30 0.64 p<.05 

De 2-12 1 is We 2-40 1.20 NeBe 

6. 2.99 Tot 4.40 0.66 p<.001 

Ts 3.14 1.34 4.80 0.40 p<.001 

om 3.16 led 4.50 0.67 p<.001 

a. 3.49 Tor 4.30 0.78 p<.05 
Ose v2 4.03 1.00 4.50 0.50 DicesO) 
17% 4.19 0.93 4.70 0.46 p<.Ol 
ee 4.00 0.98 4.20 0.60 NeSe 
133 3.54 1,02 4.30 0.46 p< .001 
uy, 3.62 1.15 4.30 0.46 p<.0l 
15. 3.57 To6 4.30 0.46 p<.001 
16. 3.16 1.05 4.80 0.40 p< 001 
aly 3.51 yey 4.30 0.64 peac0OL 
Yay OA 1.23 3.80 0.40 p<.0l 
19. 3.73 0.95 4.20 0.60 p< 05 
Pls eunt 442698 1.44 4.00 0.63 p< 001 


23. 3-44 0.93 4.10 0.30 p< .001 
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and female principals in this category on item 3 (principal selects 
appropriate type of written communication), item 6 (principal seeks 
individual teachers' opinions), item 7 (principal seems interested 
in teachers' views), item 8 (principal attempts to understand ra- 
tionale behind teachers' opinions), item 10 (principal gives com- 
plete attention to teachers), item 11 (principal seems relaxed when 
talking with teachers), item 12 (teachers feel relaxed when talking 
with principal), item 17 (principal explains reasons for decisions), 
item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive teachers), item 19 
(appropriateness of verbal communication style), item 21 (principal 
encourages differing opinions), and item 23 (principal makes an- 
nouncements at appropriate times). Without exception, the mean 
scores of teachers were significantly lower than the mean self- 
ascribed ratings of female principals. Table XXXIX summarizes find- 
ings in this category. 
(1 Summa Table XL). 

(1) Teachers with male principals versus male principals. 
A comparison of mean scores of total teachers having male principals 
with mean self-—ascribed scores of total male principals yielded sig- 
nificant differences on eleven of the twenty items — specifically, 
omatems 6.747 8, 9, 11905, 16, MiSs 19, Gnd 21. Im.each. case, 
| the principals' mean self-ascribed score was significantly higher 
than the mean score assigned to principals by teachers. However, 
when such comparisons were made within the "more," "moderately," 
and “less" effective communicator categories, several additional 
significant differences were revealed. In the "more effective" 


category, there was only one significant difference found, a 
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Comparison of Teacher-assigned Ratings and Principals' Self-ascribed 


Ratings Regarding Principal Communication Activities: 


Teachers with 


Female Principals vs. Female Principals — "Less Effective" 


15. 


iis 


Teachers (N=37) 


3.19 
4.03 
4.00 
1.97 
3.16 
3-32 
330 
3.46 
3.70 
3.78 
3.68 
3010 
Sai 3 
3-57 
3.78 
3.84 
3.03 
3057 
3.38 
Sei 


SoDe 


1.23 
PLO 
Sy, 
1.03 
Leid 
1.32 
1.21 
1.18 
1.20 
Veet 
1.09 
1.18 
1.20 
Desi 
1.25 
1.10 
Le2e 
1.22 
1.24 
1.20 


Communicators 


Principals (N=5) 
Xx 


3.60 
4.60 
4.80 
1.80 
5.00 
5.00 
4.80 
4.20 
4.40 
4.60 
4.40 
4.40 
4.20 
4.00 
4.40 
4.60 
4.40 
4.60 
4.60 
4.20 


SD. 


1302 
0.49 
0.40 
dee 7 
0.00 
0.00 
0.40 
0.75 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.80 
0.40 
0.63 
0.80 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.49 
0.40 


Significant 
Difference 
NeBe 
nS. 

p<.0l 
NeSe 
p< 200 
p<.001 
p< 001 
Neb. 
p< 05 
P< 205 
P<-05 
NeSe 
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NeSe 
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TABLE XL 


Summary of Significant Differences Found Between Teacher Assigned 

Mean Scores and the Principals! Self—Ascribed Mean Scores Regard-—. 

ing the Principals’ Communication Activities: Variable of the 
Principals' Sex 


Teachers w/tiale Princ. Teachers w/Female Princ. 


Item # Versus Male Princ. Versus Female Princ. 
us 
2e it < mp 
3. t < mp een 
De 
6. t+ < mp tice iD 
fF t. < mp t+ < fp 
8. +< mp t <fp 
9. + < mp t+ < fp 
10, *t4 S mp and ite < mp ity <er0 
Ms t< mp #t < fp 
1 #t <fp 
13; ten 
14. +t > mp and ip “Te> fp 
15. t+ < mp 4 > fp 
16. t << mp 
lis t << mp ite <“£0 
p a t < mp exo tp 
19. t< mp + <i fp 
21. +< mp t< fp 
23. eo *t > fp and oo 


* denotes significant differences found only for principals rated 
as "more effective" communicators. 


+ denotes significant differences found only for principals rated 
as “moderately effective" communicators. 


# denotes significant differences found only for principals rated 
as "less effective" communicators. 


All other significant differences listed are for total male prin- 
cipals and for total female principals. 
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significant difference on item 10, and this difference was not 
found in the "total" findings listed above. Similarly, in the 
"moderately effective" category, there was only one significant 
difference, a significant difference on item 14. But, unlike the 
differences found between total teachers and total male principals, 
the mean self-ascribed score of male principals in each of these 
latter two categories was significantly lower than the mean score 
assigned by their respective teachers. In the "less effective" 
communicator category, significant differences were found on the 
same eleven items as were found in the "total" findings listed above, 
but significant differences also were found on items 2, 3, 10, 13, 
14, and 23. Without exception, the mean self~ascribed score of 
male principals was significantly higher than the mean score assign- 
ed to those male principals by their respective teachers. 

(2) Teachers having female principals versus female prin- 
Cipals. A comparison of mean scores of total teachers having fe- 
male principals with mean self-ascribed scores of total female prin- 
Cipals revealed significant differences on six of the twenty items - 
specifically, on items 6, 7, 8, 9, 18, and 21. In each case, the 
principals' mean self-ascribed score was significantly higher than 
the mean score assigned to principals by teachers. However, when 
such comparisons were made within the "more," "moderately," and 
“less" effective communicator categories, several additional signi- 
ficant differences were revealed. In the “more effective” communi- 
cator category, there were significant differences on five items, 
two of which (items 6 and 7) also were found in the "total" findings 


listed previously, but three »f which (items 14, 15, and 23) were 
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not. Unlike items 6 and 7, the additional three items (14, 15, ana 
23) revealed significant differences in which the principals’ mean 
self~ascribed score was significantly lower than the mean score 
assigned by teachers. In the "less effective" communicator cate-— 
gory, there were significant differences on twelve items, five of 
which also were found in the "total" findings (i.e. items 6, 7, 8, 
18, and 21), but seven of which were not (i.e. items 3, 10, 11, 12, 
17, 19, and 23). In each instance, as with the "total" findings, 
the principals' mean self~ascribed score was significantly higher 
than the mean score assigned by teachers. 

(J) Conclusions. Significant differences found for all princi~ 
pals on the following opinionnaire items led to a rejection of the 
related sub—hypotheses: 

(1) from item 6 (principal seeks individual teachers' 
opinions), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH, (5) ("There is no sig- 
nificant difference between the teacher—assigned rating and the prin- 
cipals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which prin- 
cipals seek the personal opinion of individual teachers on school 
matters"); 

(2) from item 7 (principal seems interested in teachers! 
views), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH) (6) ("There is no signi- 
ficant difference between the teacher-—assigned rating and the prin- 
cipals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which 
principals seem genuinely interested in knowing individual teachers! 
views on major school issues"); 

(3) from item 8 (principal attempts to understand ration- 


ale behind teachers! opinions), a rejection of sub—hypothesis AH 
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(7) ("There is no significant difference between the teacher-assigm-— 
ed rating and the principals' self-ascribed rating regarding the 
frequency with which principals attempt to understand the rationale 
behind individual teachers! opinions on major school issues"); 

(4) from item 9 (principal sought out by teachers), a re- 
jection of sub-hypothesis AH, (8) ("There is no significant differ— 
ence between the teacher-assigned rating and the principals! self- 
ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which principals are 
sought out by individual teachers for discussion of school matters"); 

(5) from item 11 (principal seems relaxed when talking 
with teachers), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH), (10) ("There is no 
significant difference between the teacher-assigned rating and the 
principals! self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which 
principals seem relaxed when talking with individual teachers"); 

(6) from item 13 (effective exchange of information at 
staff meetings), a rejection of sub—-hypothesis AH, (12) ("There is 
no significant difference between the teacher-assigned rating and 
the principals' self~ascribed rating regarding the frequency with 
Which principals effectively exchange information with their teach- 
ers at staff meetings"); 

(7) from item 15 (means what he/she says), a rejection for 
male principals of sub—hypothesis AH, (14) ("There is no significant 
difference between the teacher-assigned rating and the principals! 
self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which principals 
mean exactly what they say"); 

(8) from item 16 (principal encourages teacher contribu- 


tion to discussions), a rejection of sub—hypothesis AH (15) ("There 
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is no significant difference between the teacher-—assimed rating 
and the principals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency 
with which principals encourage meaningful teacher contribution to 
staff meeting discussions"); 

(9) from item 17 (principal explains reasons for decisions), 
a rejection of sub—hypothesis AH (16) ("There is no significant dif- 
ference between the teacher-assigned rating and the principals' self- 
ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which principals satis- 
factorily explain their reasons for making important decisions that 
directly affect their respective teachers"); 

(10) from item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive 
teachers), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH, (17) ("There is no sig- 
nificant difference between the teacher-assigned rating and the prin- 
cipals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which prin- 
cipals encourage less aggressive teachers to express their opinions 
on major issues"); 

(11) from item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication 
style), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH), (18) ("There is no signi- 
ficant difference between the teacher-assigmed rating and the prin- 
cipals' self~ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which prin- 
cipals use appropriately formal or informal verbal communication’); 
and 

(12) from item 21 (principal encourages differing opinions), 
a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH,,(19) ("There is no significant dif- 
ference between the teacher-assigned rating and the principals! self- 
ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which principals encour- 


age teachers to express opinions which differ from their ow"). 
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Because there was a relatively small number of principals 
in the "more," "moderately," and "less" effective communicator cate- 
gories, generalizations made on the basis of tests using these 
groupings must be made with caution. However, test results on this 
sample indicated a significant difference on the following opinion- 
naire items, which, in turn, pointed toward a rejection of the re- 
lated sub—hy potheses: 

(13) from item 2 (written communication is clearly stated), 
a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH (2) ("There is no significant dif- 
ference between the teacher-assimed rating and the principals’ 
self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which the prin- 
cipals' written communication to teachers is clearly stated"); 

(14) from item 3 (principal selects appropriate type of 
written communication), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH, (3) 
(“There is no significant difference between the teacher-—assigmed 
rating and the principals' self-ascribed rating regarding the fre=- 
quency with which principals select appropriate types of written 
communication" ); 

(15) from item 10 (principal gives complete attention to 
teachers), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH (9) ("There is no sig- 
nificant difference between the teacher—assigned rating and the prin- 
cipals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which prin- 
cipals give complete attention to individual teachers who are speak- 
ing with them"); 

(16) from item 12 (teachers feel relaxed when talking with 
principal), a rejection of sub—hypothesis AH (11) ("There is no 
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principals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which 
teachers feel relaxed when talking to their principal"); 

(17) from item 13 (effective exchange of information at 
staff meetings), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH, (12) ("There is 
no significant difference between the teacher-assigmed rating and 
the principals! self-—ascribed rating regarding the frequency with 
which principals effectively exchange information with their teach- 
ers at staff meetings"); 

(18) from item 14 (concise expression of ideas), a rejec— 
tion of sub—hypothesis AH), (13) ("There is no significant difference 
between the teacher-—assigmed rating and the principals' self-ascribed 
rating regarding the frequency with which principals express their 
ideas concisely at staff meetings"); and 

(19) from item 23 (principal makes announcements at appro- 
priate times), a rejection of sub-hypothesis AH), (20) ("There is no 
significant difference between the teacher-assigned rating and the 
principals' self-ascribed rating regarding the frequency with which 
principals make important announcements at the most appropriate 


times" ). 


3. Difference of means. To test for agreement of percep— 


tions between teachers and principals, “disparity scores" were com— 
puted for every principal on each opinionnaire item. In each in- 
stance, the "disparity score" was derived by subtracting the mean 
score teachers assigned to their principal from the self-ascribed 
item score of the principal. Subsequently, the mean "disparity 


scores" of all male principals were compared to those of female 
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principals, using a two-tailed t test and the Welch T' adjustment. 
A minus (negative) "disparity score" would indicate that the mean 
score assigned by teachers was greater than the principals’ self- 
ascribed mean score; a positive "disparity score” would indicate 
that the mean score assigned by teachers was less than the princi- 
pals' self-ascribed mean score. 

(A) Totals. As is shown in Table XLI, there was a significant 
difference on item 15 (principal means what he/she says), with the 
“disparity score" for total female principals being significantly 
lower than the "disparity score" for total male principals. 

(B) "More effective" communicators. In this category there 
were significant differences on item 5 (principal receives written 
communication from teachers), item 10 (principal gives complete 
attention to teachers), and item 19 (appropriateness of verbal com- 
munication style). The "disparity score" for male principals was 
significantly greater than the "disparity score" for female prin- 
cipals on item 10, but was significantly lower than for female prin- 
cipals on item 5 and item 19. Table XLII contains a summary of 
findings in this category. 

(c) "Moderately effective" communicators. As is shown in 
Table XLIII, there were only two female principals in this cate- 
gory — not enough to make generalizable comparisons between male 
and female principals - but results in this sample indicated a sig- 
nificant difference on item 5 (principal receives written communi-— 
cation from teachers), item 13 (effective exchange of information 
at staff meetings), item 18 (principal encourages less aggressive 


teachers), item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication style), 
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TABLE XLI1 


"Disparity Scores" —- Totals 


Male Princ. (N=29) Female Princ. (N=15) Significant 


Item # sa See x egies Difference 
ie -0.08 1.16 0.03 1.02 NeBe 
2% ~0.04 0.87 ~0.04 0.91 NeBe 
33 0.09 0.87 0.20 0.98 NeSe 
5. 0.13 1.08 0.16 1723 NeSe 
6. 1.06 0.89 1.00 0.82 NeSe 
Te 0.99 0.93 0.90 0.74 NeSe 
8. 0.74 0.84 0.72 0.74 NeBe 
9. 0.58 0.81 0.50 0.56 ives 

10. 0.04 0367 0.25 0.66 NeBe 
ii; 0.26 0.56 0.24 0.62 hess 
12 0.03 0.55 0.16 0.56 Nee 
13. 0.20 OL72 0.24 0.66 NeB. 
14. -0.06 0.91 0.06 0.68 Ne8. 
15. 0.32 0.78 Bowe? 0.75 p<.05 
16. 0.38 0.70 0.12 0.73 NeSe 
17 0227 0.80 0.18 0.58 NeSe 
18. 0.63 0.88 0.82 0.93 Nek. 
19. 0.24 0.48 O34 0.96 NeSe 
21. 0.47 1.05 0.37 0.90 NeSe 


23. 0.09 0.65 0.06 0.90 NeSe 
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TABLE XLII 


"Disparity Scores" — "More Effective" Communicators 


Male Princ. (N=7) 
Xx 


~0.99 
-0.95 
~0.51 
-0.25 
0. 31 
0.32 
0.18 
0.04 
-—0.62 
Oe. 
-0.26 
—0.09 
~0.49 
-0.33 
~0.02 
0.08 
0.16 
0.10 
0.14 
-0.13 


5.D. 


1.00 
soe 
1.12 
0.95 
sbealy} 
0.65 
0.69 
0.62 
0.44 
0.52 
0.61 
0.61 
0.71 
0.49 
0.45 
0.56 
1.02 
0.41 
0.63 
0.60 


Female Princ. (N=8) 


Xx 


5D. 


0.49 
0.79 
0.91 
0.74 
0.57 
0.41 
0.48 
0.45 
0.76 
0.42 
0.54 
0.47 
0.52 
0.51 
0.53 
0.46 
0.77 
0.62 
0.53 
0.54 


Significant 
Difference 


NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
pce 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
P< 205 
NeSe 
NeSa 
- NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
P<205 
NeSe 
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TABLE XLIII 
"Disparity Scores" — "Moderately Effective" Communicators 
Male Princ. (N=12) Female Princ. (N=2) Significant 
Item # X SDs X S.Ds Difference 

4 -0.02 0.83 0.76 0 NeSe 
2. -0.10 0.61 -0.11 0.49 NeSe 
3% 0.09 0.48 0.92 0.33 Nee 
5. 0.28 1.09 -1.09 0.09 p<.01 
oS Weow 0.61 1.02 0.42 NeSe 
ie 0.87 0.88 0.79 0.39 NeSe 
8. 0.58 0.70 0.96 0.36 NeSe 
9. 0.75 0.48 0.96 0.16 NeBe 
10, 0.09 0.44 0.35 Os15 NeSe 
li. 0.16 0.42 0.31 0.31 NeSe 
12. 0.07 0.45 0.31 0.31. NeSe 
13. -0.13 0.56 0.54 0.14 p<.Ol 
14. -0.44 0.54 0.24 | 0.64 Nee 
3 ig i 0.49 0.53 -0.02 0.58 NeSe 
16% 0.10 0.57 0.38 0.18 NeSe 
UA ~0.03 0.86 0.47 0.27 NeBe 

18, 0.59 0.81 1.99 0.19 p< 001 

19. 0.15 0.47 0.81 0,01 p<.001 
2l. 0.23 LeZh 0.93 0.13 NeSe 


236 -~0.22 0.48 0.57 0.18 p<05 
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and item 23 (principal makes announcements at appropriate times). 
In all cases, the "disparity score™ for female principals was great— 
er than that of male principals. 

(D) “Less effective" communicators. A significant difference 
was found on item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication style), 
with the “disparity score" for female principals being significantly 
greater than that of male principals. Table XLIV has a summary of 
findings in this category. 

(E) Summary and Conclusions. The difference of means tests 


were unlike other tests of Activity Hypotheses ("There is no sig- 


O¢ 
nificant differences between the teacher-assigmed ratings and the 
principals self-ascribed ratings regarding principal communication 
activities"). All previous tests compared the ratings assigned to 
principals by teachers with the self-ascribed ratings of principals; 
in effect, then, teachers' perceptions were compared to principals’ 
perceptions. With the difference of means tests, however, male 
principals' perceptions essentially were compared with female prin- 
cipals' perceptions. First, the teachers' mean scores were sub- 
tracted from the self-ascribed rating of their principal; the re- 
sult ee a "disparity score" for each principal on each opinionnaire 
item. Finally, the “disparity score” of male principals was com—- 
pared to the "disparity score" of female principals on each opinion— 
naire item in an effort to determine whether or not male and female 
principals had a similar degree of perceptual agreement or disagree— 
ment with their respective teachers. 

The "disparity score" for total male principals was signifi- 


cantly greater than it was for total female principals on item 15 
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TABLE XLIV 


"Disparity Scores" — "Less Effective" Communicators 


Male Princ. (N=10) 
x 


0.48 
0.67 
0.52 
0.23 
ros7 
b Teg oy 
1.31 
0.76 
0.44 
0.47 
0.19 
0.79 
0.69 
0.57 
0.98 
0.76 
1.00 
0.44 
0.99 
0.60 


S.D. 


1.23 
0.42 
0.78 
1.09 
0.61 
0.74 
0973 
1.04 
0.70 
0.67 
0.52 
0.56 
0.92 
0.94 
0.57 
0.60 
0.68 
0.47 
0.77 
0.54 


Female Princ. (N=5) 
Xx 


O32 
0.82 
0.92 
-0.15 
1.80 
1.66 
1.46 
0.70 
0.71 
0.79 
0.58 
O.71 
0.48 
0.43 
0.60 
0.69 
1.31 
1.05 
1.24 
1.00 


S.D. 


ieee 
0.50 
0.44 
1.34 
0.60 
0.66 
0.47 
0.63 
0.16 
0.57 
0.35 
0.67 
0.40 
0.59 
0.83 
0.32 
Cas 
0.40 
0.57 
0.41 


Significant 

Difference 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeBe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
Nee 
Nee 
NeBe 
NeSe 
Nee 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeSe 
NeBe 
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(principal means what he/she says). However, when male and female 
principals were grouped into "more," "moderately," and “less" ef- 
fective communicator categories, the significant difference on item 
15 did not appear again. Instead, a significant difference was 
found on item 5 (principal receives written communication from 
teachers) for both the "more" and the "moderately" effective groups, 
with the “disparity score" for female principals being significantly 
greater than it was for male principals; a significant difference 
was found on item 19 (appropriateness of verbal communication style) 
for all three communicator categories, with the "disparity score" 
for female principals being significantly greater than it was for 
male principals; significant differences were found on items 13 
(effective exchange of information at staff meetings), 18 (princi- 
pal encourages less aggressive teachers), and 23 (principal makes 
announcements at appropriate times) for principals in the "moder- 
ately effective" category, with the "disparity score" for female 
principals being significantly greater than it was for male princi- 
pals; and a significant difference was found on item 10 (principal 
gives complete attention to teachers) for principals in the "more 
effective" communicator category, with the "disparity score" for 
female principals being significantly smaller than it was for male 
principals. 

The significant differences found on items 5, 10, 13, 18, 
19, and 23 (when the principals' scores were grouped according to 
the three communicator effectiveness categories) may have been ob-— 
scured when the principals! scores were considered collectively - 


large variations in small groups may become small variations in 
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large groups. By the same token, the significant difference found 
between total male and total female principals on item 15 may not 
have shown up again in any of the three subgroups ("more, "moder— 
ately," and "less" effective communicators) because, broken down 
into relatively small groups, the variation in scores may not have 
assumed statistically significant dimensions. 

"Disparity scores" on each of the opinionnaire items for 
total male and total female principals indicated substantial agree- 
ment in the perceptions or misperceptions of male and female prin- 
cipals with the perceptions of their respective teachers. However, 
when the principals were grouped according to the three communica~ 
tor categories, female principals in the "moderately effective" 
group had significantly different “disparity scores" than male prin- 
cipals in that group on five different items (i.e. on items 5, 13, 
18, 19, and 23). It must be remembered, though, that there were 
only two female principals in the "moderately effective" category, 
so these findings may not be generalizable; the same test would need 
to be made on another, larger sample before generalizations could 


be made with reasonable certainty. 


4. Public address system. Fifteen male and six female prin- 


cipals were in schools equipped with a public address system. Item 
24 ("The vrincipal uses the P. A. system to communicate with teach- 
ers"), item 25 ("The principal uses the P. A. system at appropriate 
times during the school day"), and item 26 ("The principal's an- 
nouncements over the P. A. system are clearly expressed") on the 


opinionnaire pertained to the principal's use of that system. A 
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comparison of mean scores on those three items naeaneanis signifi- 
cant differences between the following groups: a) teachers of 
principals in schools with a public address system versus those 
principals, b) teachers with male principals versus Peseta suiay 


female principals, and c) male principals versus female principals. 
III. Summary 


Statistical tests performed on the data yielded results 


which led to the following conclusions. 


The Effectiveness Hypotheses: There is no significant difference 
in the communication effectiveness 
of male and female Bereta ry Sree 
principals. 

1) EH),? There is no significant difference in the communication 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 

Accepted 

2) EH), There is no significant difference in the communication 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals, as revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of prin- 
cipals. 

Accepted 

3) EHog? There is no significant difference between the teacher— 

assigned ratings and the principals' self-ascribed rat-— 


ings regarding principal communication effectiveness. 
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Item # 
24. 
256 


26. 


24. 


25-6 


26. 


24. 
256 


26. 


Public Address System 


Group 


1) Teachers 
2) Principals 


1) Teachers 
2) Principals 


a Teachers 
2) Principals 


1) Tchrs. with 
Male Princ. 

2) Tchrs. with 
Female Princ. 


1) Tchrs. with 
Male Princ. 

2) Tchrs. with 
Female Princ. 


1) Tchrs. with 
Male Princ. 

2) Tchrs. with 
Female Princ. 


5 Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


1) Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


= Male Princ. 
2) Female Princ. 


TABLE XLV 


Sig. 
Diff. 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeoSe 


NeBe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeSe 


NeBe 
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Rejected for this sample, on the basis of significant differences 
found between teachers and principals in the "more" and 
"less" effective communicator categories. It would be 
unwise to generalize from these findings because there 
were a relatively small number of principals in these 


categories. 


_Dhe Activity Hypotheses: There is no significant difference in 
the communication activities of male and 
female elementary school principals. 

As a result of ambiguities associated with the term "com- 
munication activities" (see pages 42-43), the validity of sub- 
statements AH 


A? AH B? and AH. could not be tested directly. Con- 


0 0 oC 

sequently, only the sub—hypotheses for each of those three sub- 

statements were tested. 

1) AH),? There is no significant difference in the communication 
activities of male and female elementary school princi- 
pals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 

As perceived and rated by teachers, there is no 
significant difference between male and female 
elementary school principals in the frequency: 
AH, (1): of their written communication with teachers. 
Accepted 
AH,,(2): with which their written communication to teachers 
is clearly stated. 


Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 


difference found between scores in the “more effec— 
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AH), (3) 


tive" communicator category. It would be unwise 

to generalize from this finding because there were 

a relatively small number of male and female prin- 

cipals in this category. 

with which they select appropriate types of written 


communication. 


Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the signifi- 


AH, (4): 


cant difference found between scores in the "more 
effective" communicator category. It would be w- 
Wise to generalize from this finding because there 
were a relatively small number of principals in 
this category. 

with which they receive written communication from 


teachers. 


Rejected on the basis of the sigificant differences 


found for all principals. 


AH, (5): with which they seek the personal opinion of indiv- 
idual teachers on school matters. 
Accepted 
AH, (6) + with which they seem genuinely interested in know- 
ing individual teachers' views on major school 
issues. 
Accepted 
AH),(7): with which they attempt to understand the rationale 


behind individual teachers’ opinions on major 


school issues. 


Accepted 
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AH), (8): with which they are sought out by individual teach- 
ers for discussion of school matters. 
Accepted 
AH, (9) with which they give complete attention to indiv-— 
idual teachers who are speaking with them. 
Accepted 
AH), (10): with which they seem relaxed when talking with 
individual teachers. 
Accepted 
AH, ,(11)1 with which their teachers feel relaxed when talk- 
ing to them. 
Accepted 
AH, (12): with which they effectively exchange information 
with their teachers at staff meetings. 
Accepted 
AH, (13) with which they express their ideas concisely at 
staff meetings. 
Accepted 
AH), (14) with which they mean exactly what they say. 
Accepted 
AH, (15) with which they encourage meaningful teacher con- 
tribution to staff meeting discussions. 
Accepted 
AH, (16): with which they satisfactorily explain their rea- 
sons for making important decisions that directly 
affect their respective teachers. 


Accepted 
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AH, ,(17)+ with which they encourage less aggressive teach-— 
ers to express their opinions on major issues. 
Accepted 
AH), (18) with which they use appropriately formal or in- 
formal verbal communication. 
Accepted 
AH, (19) with which they encourage teachers to express 
Opinions which differ from their own. 
Accepted 
AH) (20) with which they make important announcements at 
the most appropriate times. 
Accepted 
2) AH? There is no significant difference in the communication 
activities of male and female elementary school principals, 
as revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of principals. 
As revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of prin- 
cipals, there is no significant difference between 
male and female elementary school principals in 
the frequency: 
AHy, (1): of their written communication with teachers. 
Accepted 
AHy,(2): with which their written communication to teachers 
is clearly stated. 
Accepted 
AHy, (3): with which they select appropriate types of written 
communication. 


Accepted 
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AH), (4)3 with which they receive written communication from 
teachers. 
Accepted 
AH, (5) with which they seek the personal opinion of indi- 
vidual teachers on school matters. 
Accepted 
AH, (6)s with which they seem genuinely interested in know- 
ing individual teachers' views on major school 
issues. 
Accepted 
AH, (7)3 with which they attempt to understand the rationale 
behind individual teachers! opinions on major 
school issues. 
Accepted 
AH, (8): with which they are sought out by individual teach- 
ers for discussion of school matters. 
Accepted 
AH,,(9): with which they give complete attention to individ- 
ual teachers who are speaking with them. 
Accepted 
AH9,(10): with which they seem relaxed when talking with 
individual teachers. 
Accepted 
AH,,(11): with which their teachers feel relaxed when talk- 
ing to them. 
Accepted 


AH (12) with which they effectively exchange information 
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with their teachers at staff meetings. 

Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 
difference found between scores in the "moderately 
effective” communicator category. It would be 
unwise to generalize from this finding because 
there were a relatively small number of principals 
in this category. 

AH, (13)# with which they express their ideas concisely at 
staff meetings. 

Accepted 

AH Gn (14): with which they mean exactly what they say. 

Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 
for all principals. 

AH, (15): with which they encourage meaningful teacher 
contribution to staff meeting discussions. 

Accepted 

AH, (16): with which they satisfactorily explain their rea~ 
sons for making important decisions that directly 
affect their respective teachers. 

Accepted 

AH, (17) with which they encourage less aggressive teachers 
to express their opinions on major issues. 

Accepted 

AH, (18) with which they use appropriately formal or in- 
formal verbal communication. 

Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 


difference found between scores in the "more effec-— 
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tive” communicator category. It would be unwise 
to generalize from this finding because there 
were a relatively small number of male and female 
principals in this category. 
AH, (19) with which they encourage teachers to express 
opinions which differ from their own. 
Accepted 
AH), (20): with which they make important announcements at 
the most appropriate times. 
Accepted 
: There is no significant difference between the teacher-— 
assigned ratings and the principals’ self-ascribed rat— 
ings regarding principal communication activities. 
There is no significant difference between the 
teacher-assigned rating and the principals! self- 
ascribed rating regarding the frequency: 
AH, (1): of the principals! written communication with their 
respective teachers. 
Accepted 
AH), (2)3 with which the principals! written communication 
to teachers is clearly stated. 
Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 
difference found between male principals in the 
"less effective" communicator category and their 
teachers. It would be unwise to generalize from 
this finding because there were relatively few 


male principals in this category. 
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AH, (3) with which principals select appropriate types of 
written communication. 

Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 
differences found between principals (both male 
and female) in the "less effective" communicator 
category and their respective teachers. It would 
be unwise to generalize from these findings be- 
cause there were relatively few principals in 
this category. 

AH, (4)s with which principals receive written communi- 
cation from their teachers. 

Accepted 

AHyg(5)s with which principals seek the personal opinion 
of individual teachers on school matters. 

Rejected on the basis of the significant differences found 
for all principals. 

AH, (6): with which principals seem genuinely interested 
in knowing individual teachers' views on major 
school issues. 

Rejected on the basis of the significant differences 
found for all principals. 

AH, (7): with which principals attempt to understand the 
rationale behind individual teachers! opinions 
on ren school issues. 

Rejected on the basis of the significant differences 


found for all principals. 
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AH), (8) 


Rejected on the basis of the significant differences found 


AH (9) 


with which principals are sought out by individual 


teachers for discussion of school matters. 


for all principals. 
with which principals give complete attention to 


individual teachers who are speaking with them. 


Rejected for this sample, on the basis of significant 


AH (10): 


differences found between male principals in the 
"more effective" communicator category and their 
teachers, and between principals (both male and 
female) in the "less effective" communicator cate-— 
gory and their respective teachers. It would be 
unwise to generalize from these findings because 
there were relatively few principals in these 
categories. 

with which principals seem relaxed when talking 


with individual teachers. 


Rejected for all principals on the basis of the signifi- 


AHy, (11): 


cant difference found between total teachers and 
total principals, and rejected in this sample for 
female principals in the "less effective" communi- 
cator category. It would be unwise to generalize 
from the latter finding because there were rela- 
tively few female principals in that category. 
with which teachers feel relaxed when talking to 


their principal. 
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Rejected for this sample, on the basis of the significant 


AH), (12): 


difference found between female principals in the 
"less effective" communicator category and their 
teachers. It would be unwise to generalize from 
this finding because there were relatively few fe— 
male principals in this category. 

with which principals effectively exchange infor- 


mation with their teachers at staff meetings. 


Rejected on the basis of the significant difference found 


AHG (23): 


Rejected for this sample, on the basis of significant dif- 


between all principals and all teachers; rejected 
for this sample, on the basis of the significant 
difference found between male principals in the 
"less effective" communicator category and their 
teachers. It would be unwise to generalize from 
the latter finding because there were relatively 
few male principals in this category. 

with which principals express their ideas concise- 


ly at staff meetings. 


ferences between female principals in the "more 
effective" communicator category and their teach- 
ers, between male principals in the "moderately 


effective" category and their teachers, and between 


male principals in the "less effective" communica- 


tor category and their teachers. It would be un— 


Wise to generalize from these findings because 


there were relatively few principals in these cate— 
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gories. 


AH, (14): with which principals mean exactly what they say. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


AH, (15): 


for all male elementary school principals; re- 
jected for this sample, on the basis of significant 
differences found between female principals in the 
“more effective" communicator category and their 
teachers, between male principals in the "moder— 
ately effective" communicator category and their 
teachers, and between male principals in the "less 
effective" category and their teachers. 

with which principals encourage meaningful teach- 


er contribution to staff meeting discussions. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


AH (16): 


for all principals, and rejected for this sample 

on the basis of the significant difference found 
between male principals in the "less effective" 
communicator category and their teachers. 

with which principals satisfactorily explain their 
reasons for making important decisions that direct— 


ly affect their respective teachers. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


for all principals, and rejected for this sample 
on the basis of significant differences found be- 
tween principals (both male and female) in the 
"less effective" communicator category and their 


respective teachers. 
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with which principals encourage less aggressive 
teachers to express their opinions on major 


issues. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


AH, (18): 


for all principals. 
with which principals use appropriately formal 


or informal verbal communication. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


AHog (19): 


for all principals, and rejected for this sample 

on the basis of the significant differences found 
between principals (both male and female) in the 

"less effective" communicator category and their 

respective teachers. 

with which principals encourage teachers to ex= 


press opinions which differ from their own. 


Rejected on the basis of significant differences found 


AH, (20): 


for all principals. 
with which principals make important announcements 


at the most appropriate times. 


Rejected for this sample, on the basis of significant 


differences found between female principals in the 
*more effective" communicator category and their 
teachers, and between principals (both male and 
female) in the "less effective" communicator cate- 


gory and their respective teachers. 


7 . 
! 


+ + as 
tor een ao euohabre, tH > 


7 aes 


Ww 

: 

A 
2 
a « 
ee 
es 
ca 

-e 
: ead 
a 
a a ad 
a 
— 
> a 


fon reer cs") wh 4 A qibxqcos ane ‘oan, alexis) 
d | “as 
, natn basing Ladies 


" ory 
uses eonete Yhkb tne ehh te to nde 
a 8 ; 7 ae i PO U 

; ‘ " . ry = ft 
a fers it to% Aevoetet Bna pees ‘ae 


, ,. an ind 
a es ye 
a2 tkb fis okt bat ate ait % alasd net 


‘ ol ide Bd , 
ti bas. elem Ato 
rs ) _ “~ *¥ Q # ) iy 
: oTedie oY 
7 ns x 
. wietoses SeRetTroeone g.L.5g tga in ad bat akin, 
Nie ET 
todt’ aor? to Yt do Lew anoinht Laid Dt 
i ae — il 
ti» tune Ptionte %% ntoad oft, a0 or 
; ee azoutrg the 10% 
d Tio ns { 4 j * Lag kong dor al athe 


\ a 4g 


»nomit ots InqonggE taom ont ta 
. ire 
naoltion te te elesd ent no olgaee, itt — hoi © 
) , ne 
eit at electoniaa elemet msewto rd bets to aonetettth 
: 3 a Mo ° wi 
fas yiosetso totsoiacmmon sthtostin exom” 
- i j ee 
bas alam dtodd) als — ne rented bas. awaadoned 
’ bie at i 9 hela 
ested tofsoinummos “evttostte anol” th ah (eae, 
7] - “ey : 


aredoset sy ieeedalans ‘aie bas 


: 
_ 


Chapter V 


Additional Comments from Respondents 


Introduction 


Of the forty-four principals in the sample, sixteen wrote 
statements at the end of the questionnaire, explaining their own 
style of communication or airing their views concerning communica- 
tion problems. Teacher—participants representing twenty-seven of 
the forty-four schools also added statements, either giving reasons 
for their ratings or making some value judgment on their princi- 
pal's communication skills. Summaries of the comments will be 
presented in three sections: a) statements made by or about prin- 
cipals rated as "more effective" communicators, b) statements made 
by or about principals rated as "moderately effective" communica— 
tors, and c) statements made by or about principals rated as "less 
effective" communicators. In all instances, teacher comments 
were classified as being positive or negative before the teachers! 
principals had been grouped into the three communicator categories 
(refer to chapter III, pages 53-54, and chapter IV, pages 69-71 for 


information concerning the communicator categories). 


1. Principals’ comments. Four principals in this cate- 


gory responded, two male and two female principals. One male prin- 


cipal stated he tried to use a genuine, personal approach in com- 
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municating, and the other expressed his opinion that although one 
tried to be a good administrator, staff members may view the admin- 
istrator as falling short of that goals; it would be interesting, 
the second male principal continued, to see how staff responses to 
the questionnaire items differed from those of administrators. 

The first female principal indicated that this was her first 
year as a principal, and she felt she was just beginning to receive 
feedback (verbal and non-verbal) from her teachers regarding her 
communication skills. The other female principal said she had a 
small staff, so communication was always oral and decisions were 


made by the group. 


2. Teachers’ positive comments. Teachers from eleven 


different schools made comments; five schools in ehite group had 
male principals and six schools had female principals. Most fre- 
quently, principals in this category were viewed as being approach-— 
able, warm, understanding, and humane. Very often the only addi- 
tional comment was "excellent!" Other important characteristics 
listed were the principal's relaxed manner, democratic orientation 
to decision-making, and ability to listen and be open to views 
which differed from his/her own. Also mentioned were the princi- 
pal's knowledge base (understanding of problems faced by teachers 
in different grades), willingness to explain the rationale for de- 
cisions, clear and precise written communications, and open communi- 


cation with students. 


3. Teachers' negative comments. There were no such 


comments. 
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4. Miscellaneous comments by teachers. Two respondents 


remarked that a small school size and lack of any real dissent on 


major school issues facilitated effective communication. 


Table XLVI provides a summary of comments made by teach- 


ers with principals rated as "more effective" communicators. 


Schools with Principals Rated as "Moderately Effective" Communica-— 


tors 


1. Principals' comments. Five male and two female princi-— 
pals in this category volunteered statements. Four of the male 
principals said they used staff committees to solicit opinions and 
suggestions from teachers on school matters; they also mentioned 
that pressures of time caused staff meetings to be more informa- 
tion and direction giving than discussion producing. One princi- 
pal said he used a weekly school eee for announcements of ac= 
tivities and general information; another felt his communication 
skills were enhanced by a receptive and supportive staff; and a 
third principal said his door was always open to teachers who want-— 
ed to talk to him. One of the principals indicated he was trying 
a collegial model of administration, but not all of his staff ac- 
cepted the idea of their principal taking responsibility for de— 
cisions the entire group made; "democracy and majority rule,” he 
concluded, “are not always accepted as an adequate method for de— 
cision-making." 

The first female principal said she believed collegiality 


works, and she regarded her role as one of "initiation and motiva-— 
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Comments about 
the Principal 
POSITIVE: 
1. Humane, Approachable, 
Understanding 
2- Excellent’ 
3. Relaxed Manner 
4. Democratic 
5- Open to Different 
Points of View 
6. Ability to Listen 
7. Written Communication 
is Clearly Stated 
8. Good Knowledge Base 
9. Explains Rationale for 
Decisions 
10. Problems are Handled 
Immediately 
11. Open Communication with 
Students 
NEGATIVE: 


Comments Made by Teachers with Principals Rated as 


TABLE XLVI 


"More Effective" Communicators 


None 


Times Stated 
by Teachers 
(N=24) with 
Male 
Principals 


L2 


Times Stated 
by Teachers 
(N=13) with 
Female 
Principals 


w SN WI ON 


Total 
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tion — holding the line only when action of teachers would contra- 
vene law or policy." The second female principal outlined various 
ways communication was carried out in her school: a) occasional 
noon meetings with small groups, b) meetings with total staff, c) 
oral reminders about important meetings, and d) a chart in the staff- 


room listing in-service meeting information. 


2. Teachers’ positive comments. Teachers from eight dif- 


ferent schools in this category made comments; six schools had male 
principals and two had female principals. Most often, only value 
statements were volunteered, rating the principal's communication 
skills from “generally satisfactory" to "excellent". Mentioned 
frequently were the principal's ability to listen and to be open to 
views which differed from her/his own, as well as the principal's 
relaxed manner and good relationship with the staff. Other favor— 
able comments described the principal as being democratic, approach— 
able, and diplomatic. A few teachers also said their principal 
provided a rationale for making important decisions, had clearly 
written communication, and kept the staff alerted to things that 


affected them at a professional, district, or school level. 


3. Teachers' negative comments. Teachers from five differ— 


ent schools wrote negative statements. All of these schools had 
male principals. Unfavorable opinions included descriptions of the 
principal as being unapproachable, authoritarian, too involved with 
details, and unable to listen. Some felt their principal lacked 
feeling for and understanding of teachers’ problems; some said he 


misused the public address system; and others complained that he 
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communicated indirectly through the vice principal too often. 


4. Miscellaneous comments by teachers. Several teachers 


said that their principal's intentions were good, but that he/she 
was over-worked and had no time to carry on continued, effective 
communication. Other comments were made in explanation of the prin- 
cipal's communication style: one principal used small groups to 
gain acceptance on issues; another principal generally used the 
public address system to communicate with students (not with teach- 
ers); and a third principal did not use the public address system 


at all, but circulated a written school bulletin instead. 


Table XLVII provides a summary of comments made by teachers 


with principals rated as “moderately effective" communicators. 


1. Principals' comments. Three male and two female prin- 

Ccipals in this category responded. One male principal said he con- 
sulted the staff on all matters affecting the school, and that gen- 
eral accord was sought before policy changes were made. The second 
male principal simply indicated he didn't have a public address 
system in his school. The third male principal reflected that part 
of success in communicating depends on perceptions of the listener, 
which, in turn, often lead to misinterpretation. The first female 
principal said she used staff committees to review the school's 
needs and the second female principal simply commented that her 


small school and staff made communication easy. 
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TABLE XLVII 


Comments Made by Teachers with Principals Rated as 
"Moderately Effective" Communicators 


Comments about 

the Principal 

POSITIVE: 

1. Approachable 

2. Generally Satisfac- 
tory; excellent 

3. Relaxed Manner 

4. Democratic 

5. Open to Different 
Points of View 

6. Ability to Listen 

7. Written Communication 
is Clearly Stated 

8. Explains Rationale 
for Decisions 

9. Diplomatic 

10. Keeps Staff Advised of 


Events (Professional, 
District, School) 


NEGATIVE: 

1. Not Approachable 

2. Over-concerm for Details 

3. Poor Written Communi- 
cation 

4. Authoritarian 

5. Messages Relayed from 


Vice Principal 


Poor Use of Public 
Address System 


Times Stated 


by Teachers 
(W=31) with 
Male 
Principals 


Times Stated 


by Teachers 
(N=7) with 
Female 

Principals 


Total 


173 
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2. Teachers' positive comments. Teachers from eight dif- 


ferent schools made comments; five schools had male principals and 
three had female principals. Most often, only a value statement 
was made, rating the principal's general communication skills from 
"usually effective" to "very good". Also mentioned favorably were 
good feedback from the principal, concise public address system an— 
nouncements, prompt action by the principal on teachers' questions 
and problems, the principal's concern, sense of humor, and relaxed, 


informal manner. 


3. Teachers' negative comments. Teachers from ten dif- 


ferent schools made comments; eight schools had male principals and 
two had female principals. Most often mentioned with disfavor was 
the principal's lack of visibility; even when erred to visit the 
classroom, one teacher complained, the principal did not appear. 
Other frequently mentioned factors were over-—use of written memos 
as a means of communication, seeming disinterest in students, in-— 
ability to listen, lack of openness to opinions which differed from 
those of the principal, and seeming enjoyment of confrontation. 
Inconsistent, authoritarian, emotional, opinionated, and weak in 
stating a position were other descriptive labels used by teachers. 
Also listed several times was the principal's over-concern for de- 
tails, which, in turn, caused staff meetings to drag on too long 
and/or caused the principal to become bogged down by duties which 


the secretary should be doing. 


Table XLVIII summarizes comments made by teachers with prin- 


cipals rated as "less effective" communicators. 
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TABLE XLVIII 


Comments Made by Teachers with Principals Rated as 
"Less Effective" Communicators 


Times Stated Times Stated 
by Teachers by Teachers 
(N=29) with (N=15.) with 
Comments about Male Female 
the Principal Principals Principals Total 
POSITIVE: 
l. Generally Effective; 
Very Good 6 2 8 
2. Relaxed Manner 2 0 2 
3. Teachers! Problems 
Promptly Taken Care of 8) ik ih 
4. Public Address System 
Announcements are 
Concise 0 1 1 
NEGATIVE: 
1. Not Visible 5 ; 5 10 
2. Not Open to Differing 
Opinions 6 2 8 
3. Emotional 2 3 5 
4. Over-concern with 
Details 7 0 T 
5. Over-use of Written Memos 5 @) 5 
6. Seeming Lack of Interest 
in Students 6 fe) 6 
Te Weak in Stating a 
Position 5 0 5 
8. Not Concerned with 
Feedback to Teachers 2 @) 2 
9. Inconsistent 2 3 
10. Inability to Listen @) 1 1 
ll. Inappropriate Timing of 
Announcements af 0 1 
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Other Comments 


Four teachers stated that they had not been in their pre- 
sent school long enough to properly evaluate the communication 


skills of their principal. 


Conclusions 


Of the teachers who wrote comments, teachers with princi- 
pals who were rated as "more effective" communicators tended to 
emphasize the following characteristics as being important com— 
ponents of the principals' effective communication: a) approach- 
ability and understanding, b) relaxed manner, c) openness to dif— 
ferent points of view, and ad) democratic orientation to decision- 
making. Teachers with principals who were rated as "moderately 
effective” communicators most frequently identified the principals! 
relaxed manner and openness to different points of view as quali- 
ties related to the principals’ effective communication; they most 
frequently identified "inapproachability" as a barrier to communi- 
cation. And teachers with principals who were rated as "less ef— 
fective" communicators failed to give a clear indication of which 
factors facilitated effective communication, but they most frequent— 
ly identified the following characteristics as inhibiting commni- 
cations: a) lack of visibility, b) lack of openness to differing 
opinions, c) over-—concern with details, d) seeming lack of interest 
in students, e) over—use of written memos, f) weakness in stating 
a position, and g) exhibition of too much emotion. 


On the basis of the teachers' specific comments, a few gen— 


x xfedt ak mod 
ny xfs ree 
oF nt 5 ed efarieyv viaegeng 
7 
- : é tha 
~ A Peet oe * i ~ Ry 
~ 2 as a atvotoetad pment 6 
RO . i ites Le REE: o 
soninge (o erornns 


4 


‘ i Rc : 
~soistosh of soitetoeixve o tte eroobelh. (b heres igi 0 
— t 
vieterebon” as betat exew ott ela ton Mog tw em one: A. 
'ofnatontro ot be ttidwebhs ultnenport jaca or rotas ta uo move ito oe" 


; wai to atabog tooo tTrh, oF- £26 sag bus 4 ror saab 

. : eal : fe ; 
i+ yoniiectonmaon evifostts falaq toning’ iti bette! tor” 

eS hy? a ; 

. ‘no Oy : 

otmmacg of ted es ee ” ue iL tdastonornggant” bottitm as b yltnes 
’ 
| t+ vii wh. SAH 
ate aoel" ag bedst etew ofw ola tombeg it te ‘atotfons? pA OE 
; s ; be Port 
doitw to cottsothak taslo « svig oF belie? motag commoo: “ew iis 

7 ) weaee 

mal, 

-tniegpett taom wedt dud ,toleéso harms, evitoette botatH tos % ete 


oF cctsinty gnttidédat en soitnixe toayedo ‘gnlwol lot ‘ete bers Etneb 
oqo to doal (d awe, eo 


5 


sutteta ai eaacmlsew (t eaonen andi te camaro | es 


7 
ya : ® a 


~moktome dos oot ‘to ‘Gabbiathdes 
‘rie. Pate’ sh Bi 
ite Wet 4 -hesdbiel: oftioeqa 'aredoset eat i dienes oat at 


a : ; a ro hh 


177 


eral observations could be made. First, the varying number of 
comments made by teachers about principals in each of the three 
categories was not reflective of the quality of a principal's com- 
munication; it was simply reflective of the varying numbers of 
principals and teachers within each category. The proportion of 
teacher comments in each category was, generally speaking, roughly 
the same. Table XLIX provides a summary of these proportions. 

A second general observation concerned the nature of the 
teachers! additional comments. As is revealed by Tables XLVI, 
XLVII, and XLVIII — and as is summarized in Table L — the number 
of positive comments decreased from the “more" to the "moderately" 
to the "less" effective communicator category, while the number of 
negative comments increased. Although it was not of itself con- 
clusive evidence, this finding lended support to earlier positive 
indication (see chapter III, pages 53-54) that respondents had a 
similar interpretation of item 20 ("The principal communicates ef- 
fectively"); thus that item could be used as a reasonable-indicator 


of a principal's relative communication effectiveness. 
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Chapter VI 


Interpretation of Findings 


Introduction 


Test results cannot be understood properly in isolation. 
Sometimes statistically significant differences are the result of 
obscured contributing factors; sometimes not finding significant 
aifferences is unexpected. In this chapter, a brief discussion of 
some major findings is presented. Because not all test results 
can be explained from the available data, portions of the discus-— 


sion will be speculative in nature. 


Control for Non-Sex Related Variables 


—eee eee ec eee 


1. Teachers’ responses. 

(A) Age category. The significant difference found between 
teachers in the 20-30 age group and teachers in the 31-40 age 
group on questionnaire item 20 (principal communicates effectively ) 
may be related to the significant difference between those same two 
groups on item 17 (principal explains reasons for decisions). The 
younger teachers are evidently less satisfied than the older ones 
with explanations their respective principals give for making im=- 
portant decisions (see Table XIV, page 90), and consequently the 
younger teachers are less satisfied with the principals' general 
communication effectiveness (see Table V, page 68). Perhaps dis— 
contentment arises from the enthusiasm new teachers often have for 


"eetting involved" personally in school matters and in decision- 
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making processes, but that idea is hypothetical, and additional 
studies would be necessary to discover exactly why these two par- 
ticular age groups rate principals significantly differently on 
items 17 and 20. 

(B) School size. As might be expected, there was a signifi- 
cant difference between the mean scores teachers assigmed to prin- 
cipals in small schools and the mean scores teachers assigned to 
principals in medium-sized schools on item 1 (frequency of written 
communication). The question is, why wasn't there also a signifi- 
cant difference in teacher ratings of principals in small schools 
and teacher ratings of principals in large schools? It might be 
expected that a principal of a large school would find it expedi- 
ent to use written communication as a means of contacting teachers. 
However, this situation could be explained if large schools possess 
and utilize the alternative means of communication that many small- 
er schools do not have access to, the public address system. 

Significant differences on items 6 (principal seeks indi- 
vidual teachers' opinions), 7 (principal seems interested in teach- 
ers' views), 8 (principal attempts to understand rationale behind 
teachers' opinions), 9 (principal sought out by teachers), 11 
(principal seems relaxed when talking with teachers), 12 (teachers 
feel relaxed when talking with principal), 14 (concise expression 
of ideas), 15 (principal means what he/she says), and 16 (princi- 
pal encourages teacher contribution to discussions) are most likely 
reflective of increasing constraints on the principals' time as 
the nies of their schools increases. In each case, the mean fre- 


quency scores of teachers with principals in large schools was 
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lower than the mean scores of teachers with principals in medium— 
sized schools; the mean scores of teachers with principals in 
medium-sized schools was, in turn, lower than the mean scores of 
teachers with principals in small schools. Principals in larger 
schools would need to have substantially more time than their 
counterparts in smaller schools if all teachers were to be con- 
sulted at length, individually or collectively, concerning major 
school issues. 

(c) Years at present school. The mean scores of teachers who 
had been at their present school from 3 to 5 years were significant- 
ly lower on items 14 (concise expression of ideas) and 15 (princi- 
pal means what he/she says) than either the mean scores of teach- 
ers who had been at their present school from 1 to 2 years or the 
mean scores of teachers who had been at their school 6 years or 
more. These findings seem to point to a possible teacher slump 
of some sort during the 3 to 5 year time span. Further study would 


be needed to properly understand the situation. 


2. Principals' responses to item 18 (principal encourages 


less aggressive teachers). The significant difference in the mean 
self—ascribed rating of principals in large schools and that of 
principals in medium-sized schools on item 18 may again be a result 
of differences in time constraints. Unexpected is the lack of sig- 
nificant difference in mean scores of principals in small schools 
with principals in either medium-sized or large schools (Table XXV, 
page 116). Presumably there is more informal contact between 


teachers and principals of small schools, so status and authority 
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barriers may not intimidate teachers who would otherwise be “less 
aggressive" in expressing their opinions on major issues. The 
concept of encouraging "less aggressive" teachers to express their 


Opinions may not be particularly relevant in many small schools. 


ie Teachers' ratings. Although not all differences are 
statistically significant, there appears to be a trend revealed 
by the over-all mean scores of teachers with male principals and 
the mean scores of teachers with female principals (see Table XVII, 
pages 97-98). Opinionnaire items 1, 2, 3, and 5 pertain to the 
_ area of written communication, and for each of those four items 
male principals received a higher mean rating from their teachers 
than female principals received from theirs. However, a higher 
mean rating on these four items is not necessarily indicative of 
better skills in written communication. It should be remembered 
that a) items 1 (frequency of written communication) and 5 (prin- 
cipal receives written communication from teachers) did not cor- 
relate significantly with item 20 (principal communicates effeco— 
tively), and b) teachers with principals who were "less effective" 
communicators complained that their respective principals over- 
used memos as a means of communication. Some situations simply 
are not appropriate for using written communication very often, 
and smaller schools would likely find written communication less 
frequently appropriate to its needs than larger schools would. 


Since seven of the fifteen (46.6 per cent) female principals were 
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in schools with eight or fewer teachers, in contrast to six of 
the twenty-nine (20.6 per cent) male principals who were in such 
schools, frequent use of written communication may not be appro— 
priate for 46.6 per cent of the female principals in this sample. 
This circumstance may account for the lower mean score for female 
principals on opinionnaire items relating to the use of written 
communication. 

On items 6 through 23 (excluding item 22 which was dropped 
from the study), however, female principals received higher mean 
ratings from their teachers than male principals received from 
their teachers (Table XVII, pages 97-98). It would seem, then, 
that in comparison to male principals, female principals were per— 
ceived by teachers as being more frequently effective in oral com— 
munication on a one-to-one basis, more frequently effective in 
oral communication at staff meetings, and more frequently effec— 
tive in general style of communication. However, school size could 
contribute to this situation, and thirteen of the twenty-nine (44.8 
per cent) male principals were in schools with fifteen or more 
teachers, in contrast to three of the fifteen (20 per cent) female 


principals who were in similar sized schools. 


2. Principals' ratings. In agreement with the teachers’ 
ratings, female principals perceived themselves as encouraging 
teachers to express differing opinions significantly more often 
than male principals perceived themselves. The agreement of per- 
ceptions between teachers with female principals and those female 


principals would seem to indicate that female principals may indeed 
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be more receptive than male principals to conflicting views. Such 
an indication causes one to wonder if female principals are more 
objective about — less ego-involved with — school issues? And does 
the openness of female principals to other opinions POF oii can 
tions for the sort of decision-making process they use? Is it a 
reason why, for example, Wiles and Grobman (1955) found women to 
be more democratic principals than men? 

Female principals in this sample also perceived themselves 
as saying exactly what they mean (item 15) significantly less often 
than male principals perceived themselves as doing. Does this 
finding indicate female principals tend to view themselves as de- 
vious or diplomatic? Or, perhaps, are they being realistic? In 
light of other studies which found female administrators to be 
more considerate than their male counterparts (Roussell, 1974:216 ) 
and better in maintaining organizational relationships (Meskin, 
1974:2), it may be the case that female principals perceive them— 
selves as being "tactful" by not saying precisely what they mean 
on some occasions. It is also important to note that teachers 
with female principals rated as “more effective" communicators 
scored the principals significantly higher than these female prin- 
cipals rated themselves on item 153 it would appear that teachers 
perceived those principals as being sincere, and not particularly 


devious. 


3. Difference of means. Over-all tests on differences of 


means showed no significant differences in the "disparity scores" 


of male and female principals. Male principals appeared to have 
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roughly the same degree of agreement or disagreement in percep- 


tions with their teachers as female principals had with theirs. 


One interesting trend was noted in the test results of 
participants in the "more effective" communicator group compared 
with the t ott results of participants in the "less effective" com— 
municator group. Mean scores of teachers with principals rated 
as "less effective" communicators were significantly lower than 
the mean self—ascribed scores of those principals on almost every 
item, indicating that, in comparison to their teachers’ perceptions, 
"less effective" principals consistently over-estimated the fre— 
quency with which they engaged in various communication activities. 
“More effective" principals also had significantly different per= 
ceptions than their teachers on several items, but in their case, 
the principals’ mean scores generally were lower than the mean 
scores of their teachers. In other words, “less effective” prin-— 
cipals seemed to presume too much, while "more effective" princi- 
pals seemed to underrate themselves as effective communicators. 
However, because there were relatively few principals in these two 


categories, generalizations must be made with caution. 


Conclusions 


This study found no significant differences in the per— 
ceived communication effectiveness of male and female principals, 


either as reflected by teachers’ mean scores or by principals’ 
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mean self-ascribed ratings. It did suggest communication activi- 
ties of male and female principals may have been influenced to 

some extent by school size. However, one main difference in com— 
munication activities seemed to be independent of school size and 
dependent on the principals' sex: female principals were perceived 
as encouraging teachers to express differing opinions significantly 
more often than male principals. 

There are several implications that one could draw from 
these results. First, under general circumstances, there should 
be no biases in favor of hiring men or in favor of hiring women 
for principalship positions on the basis of their communication 
activities and effectiveness. Second, if for whatever reason, a 
| school board needs to hire a principal who encourages the expres= 
sion of differing views among teachers in a given school, then — 
all other things being equal — the chances are statistically better 
that a female will satisfy that need. For example, if teacher mo- 
rale were poor because teachers felt the previous principal had 
been too authoritarian and had ignored their views, then this 
study's findings suggest the chances are better that a female prin- 
cipal, as opposed to a male principal, would be able to relieve 
the situation, since female principals are perceived as encouraging 
differing views significantly more often than are male principals. 
And third, if for whatever reason, a board needs to hire a princi— 
pal who is less likely to encourage teachers to express their (dif- 
fering) opinions, then — all other things being equal — the chances 
are statistically better that a male will satisfy that need. For 


example, if a school had been disrupted by constant, prolonged 
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debate over school issues, then this Beets findings suggest the 
chances are better that a male principal, as opposed to a female. 
principal, would be able to relieve the situation, since male prin- 
Cipals are perceived as encouraging differing views significantly 


less often than are female principals. 
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Chapter VII 


Summary and Suggestions for Further Research 


Summary 


1. The problem. The focal point of this study was a com 
parison of the communication activities and effectiveness of male 
and female principals, as perceived by teachers and as perceived 
by the principals themselves. The study attempted to discover 
whether or not female principals were perceived as: a) being equal- 
ly effective communicators as male principals, and/or b) using 


similar communication activities as male principals. 


2. A major limitation. This study was restricted some- 
what by the small number of female principals in the sample, a 
condition which could be attributed in part to the extended nation 
wide postal strike and attributed to a larger degree to the small 
population of female principals in British Columbia. As a direct 
result of this restriction, a pilot test was not wndertaken in the 
target population and some collapsing of variable subgroups was 
necessary. Generalizations based on the test results must be made 


with caution. 


3. The hypotheses. There were two major groups of hypo- 


theses, the Effectiveness Hypotheses and the Activity Hypotheses. 
The Effectiveness Hypotheses ("There is no significant difference 
in the communication effectiveness of male and female elementary 


school principals") were composed of three sub—-hypotheses to avoid 
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problems with ambiguity of measurement: 


EH,,: There is no significant difference in the communication 


OA 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 

EH pp * There is no significant difference in the communication 
effectiveness of male and female elementary school prin- 
cipals, as revealed by the self—ascribed ratings of prin- 
cipals. 


EH >? There is no significant difference between the teacher 


assigned ratings and the principals’ self-ascribed rat— 
ings regarding principal communication effectiveness. 

Similarly, to avoid problems with ambiguity of measurement, the 

- Activity Hypotheses ("There is no significant difference in the com~ 

munication activities of male and female elementary school princi- 

pals") contained three sub-statements, designated below as AH) 9 

AB yp» and AH yg? To avoid ambiguity in the nature of "communication 

activities," a number of specific sub—hypotheses were developed for 

each of the three sub-statements: 

1) AH),? There is no significant difference in the communication 
activities of male and female elementary school princi- 
pals, as perceived and rated by teachers. 

Refer to pages 43-45 for the specific sub—hypotheses listed 
under sub-statement AH.,. 


OA 


2) AH..: There is no significant difference in th: communication 


OB 
activities of male and female elementary school princi- 


pals, as revealed by the self-ascribed ratings of prin- 


cipals. 
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Refer to pages 45-47 for the specific sub—hypotheses 
listed under sub-statement AHos 


3) AH),! There is no significant difference between the teacher- 
assigned ratings and the principals' self-ascribed rat- 
ings regarding principal communication activities. 
Refer to pages 47-49 for the specific sub—hypotheses 


listed under sub-statement AHogs 


4. The general findings. No significant difference was 


found in the general communication effectiveness of male and female 
principals, either as perceived by teachers or as perceived by the 
principals themselves (Tables VII, VIII, and IX). 

School size may have influenced most of the significant dif- 
ferences found in the teacher—assigned mean scores regarding the 
communication activities of male and female principals (Table XIX). 
But two items seemed related only to the variable of the principals’ 
sex, item 5 (principal receives written communication from teach- 
ers) and item 21 (principal encourages differing opinions). The 
mean score of teachers with male principals was significantly high— 
er than that of teachers with female principals on item 53 it was 
significantly lower than the mean score of teachers with female 
principals on item 2l. 

In general, the teacher-assigned communication effective— 
ness scores for all principals — based on item 20 ("The principal 
communicates effectively") -— was high; the mean rating of the 
total teachers was 4.06, on al to 5 point seale. Thus, the dif- 
ference between "more effective" communicators and "less effective" 


communicators was not great; a span from 3.86 to 4.5 on mean scores 
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separated the two groups. Even so, there were interesting differ- 
ences between those two groups. First, there were more significant 
differences between the perceptions of teachers and principals in 
the "less effective" communicator category than there were between 
teachers and principals in the "more effective" category. Second, 
where there were significant differences, teachers with principals 
in the "less effective" category assigned lower scores to their 
principals than those principals assigned to themselves, but the 
teachers with principals in the "more effective" category generally 
rated their principals higher than those principals rated themselves 
(Table XL). Third, teachers with principals in the “more effective" 
communicator category wrote only positive comments about their prin- 
cipals, whereas teachers with principals in the "less effective" 
communicator category wrote more negative than positive comments 
(Table L). 

Over~all, one of the most interesting findings was unrelated 
to differences found between perceptions of teachers with male prin- 
cipals and perceptions of teachers with female principals, nor was 
it related to differences found between perceptions of male and 
female principals. Of interest was the disparity between percep— 
tions of total teachers and perceptions of total principals. For 
eleven of the twenty-four items (omitting items 4 and 22 from the 
original 26 items on the opinionnaire), the teacher—assigmned mean 
scores were found to be significantly lower than the mean self-— 


ascribed scores of principals (Table XXXI). 
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Suggestions for Further Research 


A study of this same nature could be carried out with a 
larger sample so that more pairs of variables could be tested. For 
example, are there significant differences in the perceived com— 
munication effectiveness of male principals in large schools and 
female principals in large schools? 

In light of the significant difference found on item 21 
(principal encourages differing opinions), it would be interesting 
to find what relationship may exist between communication style 
and style of decision-making. Are principals who encourage teach~- 
ers to express differing opinions, for example, more democratic 
than principals who do not encourage such expression? 

A study similar to this one could be soneience for high 
schools, where increased departmentalization of teachers might 
complicate the communication process. Unfortunately, the popula- 
tion of female principals at the high school level may be even 
more severely restricted than it is at the elementary level, as 
is indicated by the fact that there was only one female principal 
at the 8-10 level and none in schools with higher grade combina- 
tions in British Columbia during the 1975-1976 school year ("List 
of Schools . . .," 1975-1976). If the situation in British Colun- 
bia is at all indicative of other provinces in Canada, it may not 
yet be feasible to conduct such a study at the high school level. 

Certainly more research is needed concerning women in ed— 
ucational administration, especially research in the area of actual 


job performance. 
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Appendix A 


1) The Principals! Questionnaire, pages 204-207 


2) The Teachers' Questionnaire, pages 208-211 
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204 


School code: (entered 


by researcher) 


Please respond to the following items: 


1. 


26 


36 


4. 


6. 


Te 


Age category: 


20-30 41-50 

31-40 above 50 
Sex: 

male female 


Marital status: 
single married divorced/widowed 
Years of administrative experience (include present year): 


Number of years you have been principal at this school (include 


present year): 


Years academic and/or professional education beyond senior 
matriculation: 


a) one to three years 
b) BEd or equivalent 
c) MEd or equivalent 


a) additional beyond Master's degree 
Number of full-time teachers in your school: 


To whom may the researcher send teacher—questionnaires for 
distribution in your school? 


names 


address (if other than school address): 
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Directions: 


? 


statement to indicate your opinion. 
find the exact response that fits your situation, 
please circle the one that you believe comes closest 


to it. 


? 


Written Communication 


1. 


26 


36 


4. 


5. 


You send written communication to the 
teachers. 


Your written communications to the tea- 
chers are clearly stated. 


You select the type of written communi- 
cation (memo, letter, etc.) which is 
most appropriate for each situation. 


You give the teachers only essential 
information. 


You receive written communication from 
teachers. 


Oral Communication: One-To-—One Basis 


6. 


T- 


8. 


9. 


10. 


You seek the personal opinion of indiv- 
idual teachers on school matters. 


You are genuinely interested in knowing 
teachers! views on major school issues. 


You attempt to understand the rationale 
behind the opinions held by individual 
teachers on major school issues. 


Teachers seek you out for discussion of 
school matters. 


Individual teachers have your complete 
attention while they are talking to you. 


Please circle one of the five numbers after each 


If you do not 


VERY SELDOM 


SELDOM 


OCCASIONALLY 


OFTEN 


VERY OFTEN 
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12. 


Oral 


13. 
14. 
15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 


You are relaxed when talking with tea- 
chers on a one-to-one basis. 


Individual teachers seem relaxed when 
talking with you. 


Communication: Staff Meetings 


Staff meetings are occasions when the 
teachers and you effectively exchange 
information. 


You express your ideas concisely. 
You mean exactly what you say. 


You encourage meaningful teacher— 
contribution to staff meeting 
discussions. 


You satisfactorily explain to the 
teachers your reasons for making im- 
portant decisions that directly affect 
them. 


You encourage less aggressive teachers to 
express their opinions on major school 
issues. 


General Style of Communication 


19. 


20. 


21. 


22-6 


In communicating verbally, you adapt the 
degree of formality or informality to suit 
each situation. 


You communicate effectively with the 
teachers. 


You encourage teachers to express 
opinions which may differ from yours. 


You communicate with teachers in a 
formal manner. 
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SELDOM 

OCCAS TIONALLY 
OFTEN 

VERY OFTEN 


23. You make important announcements at the 
most appropriate times. 
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nm 
Ww 
B.S 
Sy) 


Public Address System (where applicable) 


24. You use the P. A. system to communicate 
with teachers. ye ee es 


25- You use the P. A. system at appropriate 
times during the school day. . pen my SoA) 


26. Your announcements over the P. A. 
system are clearly expressed. Leen A oo 


Additional comments concerning your communication skills: 
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School codes __ (entered by 


Please respond to the following items: 


l. 


26 


36 


Te 


Age category: 


20~30 41-50 

31-40 above 50 
Sex: 

male female 


Marital status: 


single married divorced/widowed 
Years of teaching experience (include this year): 
Number of years taught at this school (include this year): 


Years academic and/or professional education beyond senior 
matriculation: 


a) one to three years 
b) BEA or equivalent 
c) MEd or equivalent 


ad) additional beyond Master's degree 


School size (by full-time teachers): 


a) 1-4 teachers a) 20-29 teachers 


b) 5-9 teachers e) 30-39 teachers 


, c) 10-19 teachers f) 40 or more teachers 
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Directions: Please circle one of the five numbers after each state- 
ment to indicate your opinion. If you do not find the 
exact response that fits your situation, please circle 
the one that you believe comes closest to it. 
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Written Communication 
1. You receive written communication from 
the principal. Lee 6 oe ee Benes 
2e Written communication from the principal 
is clearly stated. Bone By ty See 
3. The principal selects the type of written 
communication (memo, letter, etc.) which 
is most appropriate for each situation. Vote) 3. ae OD 
4. The principal gives the teachers only 
- essential information. Deu, es 4 ah 
5. The principal receives written commni- 
cation from you. Laan 3A 5 
Oral Communication: One-To-One Basis 
6. The principal seeks your personal opinion 
on school matters. a ae eae og ae Ce ie 
7. The principal seems genuinely interested 
in knowing your views on major school 
issues. tees i ea 
8. The principal attempts to understand the 
rationale behind your opinions on major 
school issues. ieee ie ta 2S) 


9. You seek out the principal for discussion 
of school matters. Leas As 5 
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10. 


ll. 


17. 


18. 


The principal gives complete attention 
to you while you are speaking with him. 


The principal seems relaxed when talking 
with you. 


You feel relaxed when talking with the 
principal. 


Communication: Staff Meetings 


Teachers and principal effectively exchange 
information at staff meetings. 


The principal expresses his ideas concisely 
at staff meetings. 


The principal means exactly what he says. 


The principal encourages meaningful 
teacher—contribution to staff meeting 
Giscussions. 


The principal satisfactorily explains his 
reasons for making important decisions 
that directly affect teachers. 


The principal encourages less aggressive 
teachers to express their opinions on 
major issues. 


General Style of Communication 


19. 


20. 


21. 


In communicating verbally, the principal 
adapts the degree of formality or in- 
formality to suit each situation. 


The principal communicates effectively 
with the teachers. 


The principal encourages teachers to express 


opinions which differ from his ow. 
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22. The principal communicates in a formal 
manner. 


23. The principal makes important announcements 
at the most appropriate times. 
Public Address System (where applicable) 


24. The principal uses the P. A. system to 
communicate with teachers. 


25 The principal uses the P. Ae system at 
appropriate times during the school day. 


26. The principal's announcements over the 
P. A. system are clearly expressed. 


Additional comments concerning your principal's communication skills: 
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FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


September 5, 1975 


Dear Respondent: 


The study undertaken by Jaqueline Morgan 4s timely and useful. The 
nesearch has a practical onientation in that 4t focuses upon communication 
An Schools, Specifically -- how principals see themselves to be communicating, 
and how teachers perceive the acts of communication of the prtnetpat. 


The results should be of interest to teachers and administrators, as 
werk as to those of us engaged in the preparation and tnservice development 
of school administrators. 

Your cooperation and assistance is much appreciated. 

Sineereky, 
NY 
John J. Bergen 
PLOFLSSON 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


16 September 1975 


Dear 


In conjunction with my thesis work for the University of Alberta's 
Department of Educational Administration, I am conducting a study on 
the perceived communication effectiveness of elementary school 
principals in British Columbia. I have enclosed copies of the two 
questionnaires which will be used in the study: the one on green 
paper is designed for elementary school principals' responses; the one 
on yellow paper is a mirror-image of the principals’ questionnaire, 
and is designed for teachers’ responses. 

I cordially invite you to participate in this investigation. And, 
with your permission, I would like to ask your teachers to take part 
also. If you do agree to help me with this study, please respond to 
the items on the green questionnaire and return it to me in the 
envelope provided. Please be sure to answer items 7 and 8 on page one 
of your questionnaire. 

Whatever you decide, thank-you for the time and consideration you 


five to my invitation to share in this investigation. 


Sincerely, 


“Jaeadeline Morgan Ld 
Graduate Student 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


16 September 1975 


Dear Principal, 


The enclosed questionnaire is being distributed to a randomly selected 
number of elementary school principals in British Columbia. Responses 

to the questionnaire will be used to complete an important part of ny 
thesis at the University of Alberta on perceived communication effectiveness 
of elementary school principals. Further, results of this study may have 
some bearing on the future training of educational administrators. 


The questions are designed to elicit your opinions concerning your own 
communication skills. Your responses will be grouped with those of other 
principals in the sample who have similar administrative experience and 
educational background. Thus, the focus of this study is on groups of 
principals with similar backgrounds; the focus is not on individual 
principals. 


The questionnaire will be used for research purposes only, and your 
responses will be strictly confidential. 


A summary of the study will be made available to any school or to any 
individual participant that desires such information. Requests should 
be made by contacting me at the address which is printed on the enclosed 
envelope. 


I would appreciate your cooperation in completing and returning the 
questionnaire as soon as possible. 


Thank you for participating. 
Sincerely, 


‘Jacqueline Morgan 
Graduate Student 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


16 September 1975 


Dear Teacher, 


The enclosed questionnaire is being distributed to all teachers in a 
randomly selected number of elementary schools in British Columbia. 
Responses to the questionnaire will be used to complete an important 

part of my thesis at the University of Alberta on perceived communication 
effectiveness of elementary school principals. Further, results of this 
study may have some bearing upon the future training of educational 
administrators. 


The questions are designed to elicit your opinions on the communication 
skills of your principal. Your responses will be grouped with those of 
other teachers in the sample whose principal has similar administrative 
experience and educational background. Thus, the focus of this study is 
on groups of principals with similar backgrounds; the focus is not on 
individual principals. 


The questionnaire will be used for research purposes only, and anonymity 
of individual responses is assured. Since I have no way of checking on 
the return of individual respondents, I would appreciate your cooperation 
in completing the questionnaire and returning it as soon as possible in 
the envelope provided. 


A summary of the study will be made available to any school or to any 
individual participant that desires such information. Requests should 


be made by contacting me at the address which is printed on the return 
envelope. 


Thank you for your time and consideration. 


Sincerely, 


~ 


Sa Morgan i 


Graduate Student 
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30 September 1975 


Dear 


Your principal gave me permission to send you the enclosed 
questionnaires. Would you please distribute them to the full-— 
time teachers of your school? 


I appreciate your assistance with this project’ 


Sincerely, 


Jacqueline Morgan 
Graduate Student 
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THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA 
EDMONTON, CANADA 
T6G 2E1 


FACULTY OF EDUCATION 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION 


9 October 1975 


Dear Principal, 


Two weeks ago, I sent you a questionnaire concerning perceived communication 
effectiveness. If you've intended to participate in this study, but simply 
have not had a chance to respond, may I urge you to do so as soon as possible? 
It's important that the data be gathered from principals and teachers before 
everyone becomes absorbed by pre-Christmas festivities. 


If you are in a one-room school, and thus the questionnaire would not apply, 
I would appreciate your sending me a brief note to that effect. 


Thank you for your help with this project! 


Sincerely, 


' \ 
JaugueLine Morgan 


Graduate Student 
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27 Linden Ave. 
Victoria, B.C. 
V8V 4C9 


6 February 1976 


Dear Principal, 


A month ago, I sent you a questionnaire concerning perceived 
communication effectiveness. If you have intended to participate 
in this study, but simply have not had a chance to respond, may I 
urge you to do so as soon as possible? 


If you have three or fewer full-time teachers, and thus the 
questionnaire would not really apply, I would appreciate your 
sending me a brief note to that effect. 


Thank you for your help with this project! 


Sincerely, 


| 

| v 
(Nrss} Jacqueline Morgan 
Graduate Student 
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27 Linden Ave. 
Victoria, B.C. 


v8V 4Cc9 


9 January 1976 


Dear 


I realize the postal strike and the Christmas holidays have prevented 
some teachers from responding to my questionnaire as yet. Please tell 
them it is not too late for those who have not sent me their completed 
questionnaire to do soe I have enclosed several copies in case any-— 
one's original has been lost in piles of exams, essays, or Christmas 
presents! 


Many thanks for your assistance and best wishes in the New Year. 


Sincerely, 


(Mrs.) Jacqueline Morgan 
Graduate Student 
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